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APPENDIX J -WYOMING PERFORMANCEMETRICS

APPENDIXK =STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

l. INTRODUCTION

1. On September 30,2002, Qwest Communications International, Inc. filed this
multi-state application on behalf of itself and its subsidiaries, Qwest Corporation and Qwest LD
Corporation (collectively “Qwest”) pursuant to section 271 of the Communications Act of 1934,
as amended,” for authority to provide in-region, interLATA service in Colorado, Idaho, lowa,
Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming (“Qwest 1II"*).* Previously,
Qwest had filed two multistate applications for in-region, interLATA authority involving those
states: (1) on June 13,2002 for the states of Colorado, ldaho, lowa, Nebraska, and North
Dakota (“Qwest 1”); and (2) on July 12,2002, for the states of Montana, Utah, Washington, and
Wyoming (“Qwest II""). Inthis Order, we grant Qwest’s application for the nine states that are
the subject of its September 30,2002 application, based on our conclusion that Qwest has taken
the statutorily required steps to open its local exchange markets in these states to competition.

2. Approval of this application, the first one granted for states in the Qwest region,
would not have been possible without the extraordinary dedication and creativity displayed by
the Colorado Public Utilities Commission (“Colorado Commission”), the Idaho Public Utilities
Commission, (“ldaho Commission”), the lowa Utilities Board (“lowa Board’), the Montana
Public Service Commission (“Montana Commission”), the Nebraska Public Service Commission
(“Nebraska Commission”), the North Dakota Public Service Commission (“North Dakota
Commission™), the Public Service Commission of Utah (“Utah Commission™), the Washington
Utilities and Transportation Commission (“Washington Commission™), and the Wyoming Public
Service Commission (“Wyoming Commission”) (collectively “state commissions” or
“commissions of the nine application states”). We recognize their outstanding commitment to the
section 271 process and commend their hard work in bringing the benefits of competition to
consumers in their states.

3. The Colorado Commission, Idaho Commission, lowa Board, Montana
Commission, Nebraska Commission, North Dakota Commission, Utah Commission,
Washington Commission, and the Wyoming Commission each devoted a significant portion of
their resources to this process over a number of years. These states, as well as others in the

] We refer to the Communications Act of 1934, as amended by the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and other
statutes, as “the CommunicationsAct” or “the Act.” See47 US.C. §§ 151 er seq. We refer to the
TelecommunicationsAct of 1996as “the 1996 Act”. See Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-104,
[10 Stat. 56 (1996).

* For the numerousex parte filings Qwest has made in the instant application, we use Qwest’s date references set
forth in Index of Ex Parte Submissionsand Errata, Attach. 6, Qwest 1t Application (Qwest Ex Parte Index) and
Letter from Hance Haney, Executive Director — Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene H. Darich, Secretary, Federal
CommunicationsCommission, WC Docket No. 02-314, Attach. 1-6 (dated Dec. 6,2002) (Qwest Dec.6 Ex Porte
Letter).
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Qwest region, also undertook unprecedented steps to pool resources and work collaboratively in
addressing section 271 issues. In particular, the Regional Oversight Committee (“ROC”), a
group of state regulatory commissionsin the Qwest region, including all nine states covered by
this application, worked together on the design and execution of regional operations support
systems (“OSS”) testing. In addition, Idaho, lowa, Montana, North Dakota, Utgh and Wyoming
worked with a number of other states in the Multistate Collaborative Process (“MCP”)to address
other section 271 issues. Moreover, in a number of instances, regulators in these states have been
able to build on the work done by their fellow commissioners in other states to address issues
such as pricing, for example, in an efficient manner through individual state proceedings.

4. We also commend Qwest for its extensive work in opening its local exchange
markets to competition and bringing this applicationto fruition. In particular, we recognize the
work that Qwest has undertaken in conjunction with the ROC to develop, upgrade and test its
OSS and processes in a collaborative manner with competitive local exchange carriers (“LECs”).
Approval of this application would not have been possible without these undertakings by Qwest
in cooperationwith state regulators. Notwithstanding these positive efforts, a number of
troubling allegations have been raised in the record regarding such things as the existence of
confidential unfiled agreements, accounting issues, and provision of in-region long-distance
services without section 271 authorization. As discussed below, we approve these applications
for the reasons herein. We anticipatethat any past violations of the statute or our rules will be
addressed expeditiously through enforcement processes at the Commission or at the State
Commissions.

5. The outstanding work of the state commissions in conjunction with Qwest’s
extensive efforts to open its local exchange network to competition has resulted in competitive
entry in each of these states. Qwest estimates that competitive LECs serve approximately 23
percent of all lines in Colorado, including 59,013 UNE-loops and 84,780 UNE-platform lines?
Qwvest estimates that competitive LECs serve approximately 11 percent of all lines in Idaho,
including about 5,606 UNE-loops and 10,515 UNE-platform lines? In lowa, Qwest estimates
that competitive LECs serve approximately 18 percent of all lines, including 37,427 UNE-loops
and 98,878 UNE-platform lines? Qwest estimates that competitive LECs serve approximately 6
percent of all lines in Montana, including 3,111 stand alone UNE-loopsand 5,085 UNE-platform
lines.® Qwest estimates that competitive LECs serve approximately 32 percent of all lines in
Nebraska, including 17,775 UNE-loops and 4,055 UNE-platform lines.” Qwest estimates that
competitive LECs serve approximately 22 percent of lines in North Dakota, including 15,247

3

Qwest 11T Application App. A, Tab i, Declaration of David L. Teitzel (Qwest 111 Teitzel Decl.) at paras. 15, 30.

Id, ¢f 1daho Commission Qwest III Hall Aff. at para. 14 (estimating that competing LECs now serve 2.3 percent
of residential lines and 13.4 percent of business lines in Idaho).

> Qwest i Teitzel Decl. at paras. 15, 30.
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UNE-loops and 20,078 UNE-platform lines.* Qwest estimates that competitive LECs serve
approximately 23 percent of all lines in Utah, including about 28,137 stand alone UNE-loops and
17,667 UNE-platform lines? In Washington, Qwest estimates that competitive LECs serve
approximately 19 percent of all lines, including 59,207 stand alone UNE-loeps and 52,346 UNE-
platform lines.” Qwest estimates that competitive LECs serve approximately 12 percent of all
lines in Wyoming, including 427 stand alone UNE-loops and 26,613 UNE-platform lines.*

6. We are confident that the hard work of the state commissions in conjunction with
Qwest to ensure that the local exchange markets in Colorado, 1daho, lowa, Montana, Nebraska,
North Dakota, Utah, Washington and Wyoming are open to competitionwill benefit consumers
by making increased competition in all telecommunications service markets possible in these
states. We are also confident that the state commissions, as they address allegations of past
violations of the statute and consider any future problems that may develop, will continue to
ensure that Qwest meets its statutory obligations.

IL. BACKGROUND

7. In the 1996amendments to the Communications Act, Congress required that the
Bell Operating Companies (“BOCs”) demonstrate compliance with certain market-opening
requirements contained in section 271 of the Act before providing in-region, interLATA long
distance service. Congress provided for Commission review of BOC applicationsto provide
such service in consultation with the affected state and the Attorney General.”

8. In our examination of this application, we rely heavily on both the individual and
collaborative work done by the state commissions. The collaborative ROC process used to
address OSS issues, the MCP process used by several of the states to address other section 271

o
*old.
0 d.
.

The Commission has summarized the relevant statutory framework in prior orders. See, e.g., Joint Application
by $8C Communications/»c., Southwestern Bell Tel. Co., and Southwestern Bell CommunicationsServices, Inc..
d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long Distancefor Provision of In-Region, fnterLATA Services in Kansas and Oklahoma,
CC Docket No. 00-217, Memorandum Opinionand Order, 16 FCC Red 6237,624142. paras. 7-10 (2001) (SWBT
Kansas/Oklahoma Order),affd inpart, remanded inpart sub nom. Sprint CommunicationsCo. v. FCC, 274 F.3d
549 (D.C. Cir. 2001); Application hy SBC Communications/nc., SouthwesternBell Tel. Co. and Southwestern Bell
Communications Services, inc., d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long Distance pursuant to Section 271 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Provide In-Region, /nierL4TA4 Services in Teras, CC Docket No. 00-65,
Memorandum Opinion and Order, 15 FCC Red 18354, 18359-61, paras. 8-11 (2000) (SWBT Teras Order);
Application by Bell Atlantic New Yorkfor Authorization Under Section 271 of the CommunicationsAct to Provide
In-Region, fnrerLATA Service in the State of New York, CC Docket No. 99-295, Memorandum Opinion and Order,
15 FCC Red 3953,3961-63, paras. 17-20 (1999) (Bell Atfantic New York Order),aff"d, AT&T Corpv. FCC, 220
F.3d 607 (D.C. Cir. 2000).
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issues, as well as the individual state proceedings were open to participation by all interested
parties and provide a sound foundation for our review of this application. Asthe Commission
has previously recognized, state proceedings such as these fulfill a vitally importantrole in the
section 271 process. ¥ We summarize these proceedings in more detail below.

9. Regional Oversight Committee and OSS Development and Testing. In 1999, the
ROC initiated a collaborative process to design and execute a third-party OSS test to ensure that
Qwest’s wholesale support systemswould be available to competitive LECs in an open and non-
discriminatorymanner.” The ROC used an open process, with the opportunity for broad
participation by interested parties, to design a collaborative governing structure, determine the
overall scope of the test, select third-party testers,” and design a Master Test Plan (“MTP”) and
Performance Indicator Definitions (“PIDs™).

10. In July 2000, the ROC selected KPMG Consulting, Inc. (“KPMG”) and Hewlett-
Packard Consulting (“HP”) to conduct the third-party tests of Qwest’s 0SS.’* KPMG was
chosen as the test administrator, and HP was selected to serve as a “pseudo-CLEC” in the testing
process.” The ROC also created a Technical Advisory Group (“TAG”) consisting of
representatives of the ROC, state commission staff, test vendors, competitive LECs, industry
associations, consumer groups, and Qwest.”* The TAG provided technical assistance and subject
matter planning for the OSS test and assisted in reviewing the results of the test."” The TAG also
sought comment and reached agreement on the performance measurements, or PIDs, to be used

See, e.g., Application of VerizonNew York Inc., VerizonLong Distance, Verizon Enterprise Solutions, Verizon
Global Networks Inc., and VerizonSelect Services, fnc., for Authorizatior to Provide In-Region, frmterLATA Services
in Connecticut, CC Docket No. 01-100, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 16 FCC Red 14147, 14149, para. 3
(2001} ¢ VerizonConnecticut Order);Application of VerizonNew England frne., Beff Atlantic Communications, Inc.
{d/b/a Verizon Long Distance), NYNEX Long Distance Company (d/b/a VerizonEnterprise Solutions) and Verizon
Global Networks Inc., for Authorization to Provide In-Region, frizerLATA Services in Massachusetts, CC Docket
No. 01-9, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 16 FCC Rcd 8988, 8990. para. 2 (2001) (Verizon Massachusetts
Order).

Qwest | Application App. A, Tab 10, Declaration of Lynn M.V. Notarianni and Christie L. Doherty (Qwest |
Notarianni/Doherty Decl.) at para. 19.

Qwest 1 Application App. A, Tab 34, Declaration of Michael J. Williams (Qwest | Michaels Decl.) at paras. 47-
53. In establishing a management structure for the test, the ROC created an Executive Committee, comprised of
seven state commissioners, as well as a Steering Committee comprised of various commission staff members from
each participating state commission. The Steering Committee oversaw the test process, assisted in developing and
implementing the test, and was the first point of escalation for resolving test issues. The Executive Committee
reviewed the overall progress of the test and made final decisions on any escalated test issues.

.

17

Qwest 1Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at para. 27

18

Id. at para. 23
"
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to measure Qwest’s commercial performance.” Through collaborative workshops held in mid-
2000, KF’MG, with the assistance of the TAG, developed the MTP which set forth the
comprehensive plan for how Qwest’s OSS would be evaluated.”

11.  Asapreludeto the OSS testing, KF'MG conducted a “Regional Differences
Assessment” to determine whether Qwest’s systems were the same region-wide, and to identify
any variations from state to state. As a result of this testing, KF'MG and the ROC concluded that
Qwest’s processes and systems were generally “materially consistent across Qwest’s local service
region,” and that a regional test could be conducted in a manner that would produce meaningful
results.?

12. The OSS testing conducted under the auspices of the ROC was broad-based and
comprehensive. Throughoutthe course of the test, KFMG and HP issued 256 “Exceptions”and
242 “Observations” that documented issues of concern.?* As the result of repeated iterations of
Qwest’s documentation, systems and processes as well as substantial retesting, Qwest was able to
improve its wholesale support systemsuntil only one “Observation” and 14 “Exceptions” were
designated “closed /unresolved”by the conclusion of the test”” KPMG and HP issued Qwest’s
0SS Evaluation Final Report (“*KPMG Final Report”) addressing Qwest’s OSS testing
performance on May 28,2002.

13.  The ROC also retained Liberty Consulting (“Liberty”)to conduct an audit of
Qwest’s performance data. In order to verify the integrity of Qwest commercial data, Liberty
performed a data reconciliation of Qwest and competing carrier data.*®* On September25, 2001,

2 |d. at para. 30

¥ Jd at para. 28
= Qwest I Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at paras. 35-36. The exceptions to this finding were that Qwest utilizes three
different service order processors and billing systems. None of the commenters has alleged that this regional
approach was inappropriate, or that any Qwest OSS feature is too dissimilar to permit such a region-wide evaluation.
Department of Justice Qwest | Evaluationat 7.

» Qwest | NotarianniDoherty Decl. at paras. 35-36 &Exhibit 4 (KPMG Regional Differences Assessment (Oct.
5,2000)).

Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at paras. 37-39.
# |d. at para. 39 n.39

Qwest | Application Att. 5, App. D, Liberty Report. The lowa Board states that the Liberty data reconciliation
process was a long and arduous undertaking by all participants and provided adequate assurance that Qwest’s
performance reporting is accurate and reliable. lowa Board Comments at 17. The process involved the ROC TAG
reviewing the exceptions and observations that Liberty filed relating to the data reconciliation audit, and noting the
changes Qwest implemented, before accepting Liberty’s recommendation to close all of the issues. /4.; see also
Qwest Application App. C, Vol. I, Tab 16, IUB Conditional Statement Regarding Data Reconciliation of
Performance Measures in the ROC OSS Test.
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Liberty validated each PID measure and concluded that the commercial data were both accurate
and reliable?’

14.  Multistate Collaborative Process. The ldaho Commission, lowa Board, Montana
Commission, North Dakota Commission, Utah Commission, and Wyoming Commission also
worked with a number of other states through the MCP to address competitive checklist items,
section 272 Track A requirements, and public interest issues, including post-entry performance
assuranceissues.”® The MCP included numerous collaborative workshops in which competitive
LECs, Qwest and state commission staff considered and developed recommendations concerning
many difficult issues. Nebraska also reviewed the MCP record, although it was not initially
involved in the MCP, and it held hearings to address a number of section 271 and 272 issues.

15. Individual State Commission Proceedings. Each of the nine states also conducted
independent proceedings to address section 271 issues. The Colorado Commission adopted the
performance measures developed through the ROC, developed its own Performance Assurance
Plan, and addressed a variety of other section 271 issues. The Colorado Commission also
conducted extensive pricing proceedings to establish wholesale rates for unbundled network
elements (“UNEs”). Idaho, lowa, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, Utah, and Washington also
adopted the performance measurements and standards developed through the ROC and the
Qwest Performance Assurance Plan (“QPAP”).?* Each of these states also conducted arbitrations
or other proceedings to establish initial UNE rates and subsequently accepted Qwest’s
adjustment of core UNE rates using the new Colorado rates as benchmarks.” As in the prior
Qwest section 271 applications, each of the commissions of application states, with the exception
of the Montana Commission,” endorses Qwest’s current application.

A. Department of Justice Evaluation

16.  The Department of Justice “recommends approval of Qwest’s application” for
Colorado, Idaho, lowa, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming, if

27

Qwest I Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at para. 27. The Colorado Commission also concluded that Liberty
Consulting’s data reconciliationdemonstrated that Qwest’s performance reporting was correct and reliably reflected
Qwest’s actual performance. Colorado Commission Commentsat 41

See Qwest 1 Brief at 7; seealso Department of Justice Evaluation at 8.

The Montana Commission adopted the QPAP after review and modification. See Department of Justice Qwest
I1 Evaluation at 5.

% See Department of Justice Qwest | Evaluation at 8-10; Department of Justice Qwest If Evaluation at 5-6.

31

The Montana Commission urges us to deny Qwest’s application as it pertains to the state of Montana due to a
state issue, as discussed more fully below.
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the Commission is able to assure itself that the concerns raised by Justice in its Evaluation have
been resolved.” In particular, the Department of Justice statesthat:

With respect to most of the issues about which the Department
previously had expressed concern, Qwest’s re-filed application
demonstrates improvement. The Department reiterates its deference
to the Commission’s determination whether Qwest’s pricing is
appropriately cost-based and whether Qwest complies with Section
272. Moreover, the Department urges the Commission to evaluate
carefully the allegations pertaining to Qwest’s withholding of full
information from regulators.”

The Department also stated that it “findsthe record has improved with respect to the other issues
about which it previously had expressed reservations: manual order processing, the provision of
electronicallyauditable wholesale bills, and the testing of line-sharing orders.” Each of the
issues raised by the Department is fully addressed by the Commission in this Order.

B. Primary Issues in Dispute

17.  Asinrecent section 271 orders, we will not repeat here the analytical framework
and particular legal showing required to establish checklist compliance with every checklist item.
Rather, we rely on the legal and analytical precedent established in prior section 271 orders, and
we attach comprehensive appendices containing performance data and the statutory framework
for evaluating section 271 applications.** Our conclusionsin this Order are based on

Department of Justice Qwest 111 Evaluation at 10. Section 271¢{d)(2)}(A) requires us to give "substantial weight”
to the Department’s evaluation.

¥ Id. The Department’s statementconcerning “allegations pertaining to Qwest’s withholding of full information

from regulators™ refers to allegationsthat “Qwest personnel ‘diminish[ed] the visibility” of certain information
[regarding a mechanized loop test (“MLT™}] to Commission staff who were visiting the Qwest CLEC Coordination
Center.” Id at4. We address the allegations below in our discussion of Qwest’s compliance with checklist item 2.

#id a4

See Application by Verizan New England Inc., Bell Atlantic Communications, Inc. (d'b. a Verizon Long
Distance), NYNEX Long Distance Company (d/b/a Verizon Enterprise Solutions). I'erizon Global Networks Inc.,
and VerizonSelect Services Jnc., for Authorization to Provide In-Region. interL ATA Services in Rhode Island, CC
Docket No. 01-324, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 17 FCC Red 3300, Apps. B, C. and D (2002) (Verizon Rkode
Island Order);Joint Application by SBC Communications/nc., Sourhwestern Bell Telephore Company, and
SouthwesternBell CommunicationsServices, Inc., d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long Distance Pursuant to Section 271
of the Telecommunications Act of /996 to Provide In-Region, fnterLATA Services in Arkansas and Missouri, CC
Docket No. 01-194, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 16 FCC Red 20719, Apps. B, C, and D (2001) {(SBC
Arkansas/Missouri Order);Application of VerizonPennsylvania /nc., VerizonLong Distance, Verizon Enterprise
Solutions, VerizonGlobal Networks Inc.,and VerizonSelect Services Inc.for Authorizarion to Provide In-Region,
InterLATA Services in Pennsylvania, CC Docket No. 01-138, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 16 FCC Red 17419,
Apps. B and C (2001) (Verizon Pennsylvania Order).
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performance data as reported in monthly performance reports reflecting service in the most recent
months before filing (June 2002 through September 2002).

18.  Inthisapplication, we frequently rely on Qwest’s performance in Colorado to
supplement our analysis of the commercial readiness of Qwest’s OSS in Idaho, lowa, Montana,
Nebraska, North Dakota, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming, as well as to make determinations
with respectto other checklist items. The Commission has previously found that performance
data based on low volumes of orders or other transactions is not as reliable an indicator of
checklist compliance as performance based on larger numbers of observations.” Therefore, the
Commission has previously relied on current higher volumes from an “anchor state” in a prior,
successful section 271 application.” For some of the performance data associated with this
section 271 application, the volume of commercial activity in any one of the nine application
states is oftentoo low to rely upon. In this instance, the Commission is faced with a section 271
application covering multiple states from a BOC that has yet to receive approval in any state.
Because the Commission has not previously approved a Qwest section 271 applicationthat could
provide an anchor state, we shall draw conclusions about Qwest’s performance in a particular
application state based on the performance in another application state. We note, however, that
convincing commercial evidence of discriminatory treatment in a certain applicant state cannot
be trumped by convincing evidence of satisfactory treatment in another.”® Because Qwest uses
the same provisioning and maintenance and repair processes in the nine states included in this
application, and given the significantly higher volumes in Colorado, we find that it is appropriate
to look to Qwest’s performance in Colorado even though Colorado is a state included in the
current application.”

19.  We begin our analysis of Qwest’s application with the threshold question of
whether it qualifies for considerationunder section 271(c)(1)(A) (Track A). We then discussthe
checklist item that is most in controversy -- checklist item two (unbundled network elements, or
UNEs).** Next, we address Qwest’s compliance with other checklist items: one

36

Appendix K, para. 11

37

Appendix K, para. 14.

38

Appendix K, para. 13.

¥ KPMG, in its Regional Differences Assessment (RDA), found that Qwest’s order management, provisioning,

maintenance and repair, and competitive LEC relationship management and infrastructure are materially consistent
across the three regions. See Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at para. 36. We also note that it is appropriate to
look to Qwest’s performance in Colorado as performance objectives for all nine states (among others) were set by
the Regional Oversight Committee for both provisioning and maintenance and repair of unbundled loops. See Qwest
| Application App A, Tab 14, Declaration of William M. Campbell (Qwest1 Campbell Loops Decl.) at para. 5.

We note that the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit recently opined in two
relevant Commission decisions, Implementation f the Local Competition Provisions d the TelecommunicationsAct
d 1996, Third Report and Order and Fourth Further Notice ofProposed Rulemaking, 15 FCC Red 3696 (1999)
(UNE Remand Order) and Deployment ¢ Wireline Services Offering Advanced TelecommunicationsCapability and
Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the TelecommunicationsAct of 1996, Third Report and
Order in CC Doc. No. 98-147 and Fourth Report and Order in CC Doc. No. 96-98, 14 FCC Red 20912 (1999) (Line
(continued.. ..)

10
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(interconnection), four (unbundled local loops), five (transport), six (switching), seven
(E911/Operator Services/Directory Assistance) (OS/DA), ten (databases and signaling), eleven
(number portability), and fourteen (resale). The remaining checklistitems are discussed briefly,
as the Commission found no significant patterns of performance problems with regard to these
checklist items, and they received little to no attention from commenting parties.“” Finally, we
discuss whether Qwest’s requested authorization to provide in-region, long distance will be
carried out in accordance with the requirements of section 272 and whether such authorization is
consistent with the public interest.

II. COMPLIANCEWITH SECTION271{c)(1)(A)

20.  Inorder for the Commissionto approve a BOC’s application to provide in-region,
interLATA services, the BOC must first demonstrate that it satisfies the requirements of either
section271(c)}{1)}A) (Track A) or section 271(c)(1}B) (Track B).** To meet the requirements of
Track A, a BOC must have interconnection agreements with one or more competing providers of
“telephone exchange service . . . to residential and business subscribers.” In addition, the Act
statesthat “suchtelephone service may be offered . . .either exclusively over [the competitor‘s]
own telephone exchange service facilities or predominantly over [the competitor’s] own
telephone exchange facilities in combination with the resale of the telecommunicationsservices
of another carrier."* The Commission has concluded that section 271(c}1)(A) is satisfied if one
or more competing providers collectively serve residential and business subscribers,” and that

(Continued from previous page)
Sharing Order). USTAv. FCC, 290 F.3d 415 (D. C. Cir. 2002. The court’sdecision addressed both our UNE rules
and our line sharingrules. The Commission is currently reviewing its UNE rules, Review of the Section 251
Unbundling Obligations d Incumbent Local £xchange Carriers, 16 FCC Red 22781 (2001} (Triennial Review
Notice). Further, the court stated that “the Line Sharing Order must be vacated and remanded.” USTAv. FCC, 290
F.3d at 429. The court also stated that it “grant[ed] the petitions for review[] and remand{ed] the Line Sharing
Order and the Local Competition Order to the Commission for further consideration in accordance with the
principlesoutlined.” Id. at 430. On July 8,2002, the Commission, among others, tiled petitions for rehearing and
suggestionfor rehearing en batnc with the D.C. Circuitregarding that opinion. On September 4,2002, the D.C.
Circuit denied petitions for rehearing filed by the Commission and athers. See Order, Nos. 00-1012 and 00-1015
(D.C. Circuit, filed Sept. 4,2002).

We note that, in its comments, AT&T lists without elaboration various performance metrics missed by Qwest
for particular months. See AT&T Qwest ITT Comments App., Tab F, Declaration of John F. Finnegan (AT&T Qwest
111 Finnegan Decl.). Because AT&T neither provides specific evidence regarding these missed metrics, nor
demonstratesany harm or discrimination resulting from the misses. we do not find that the missed metrics listed by
AT&T alter our conclusion that Qwest complies with all of the checklist items.

47 US.C. §271(c)(1); Appendix K at paras. 15-16
2.

¥ 47USC. §271()BXA).
45

Applicafionof Ameritech Michigan Pursuant to Section 271 of the CommunicationsAct of 1934, as amended,
ToProvide In-Region, faterL4TA4 Services in Michigan, CC Docket No. 97-137, Memorandum Opinion and Order,
12 FCC Red 20543, 20585, para. 85 (1997) (Ameritech Michigan Order);see also Application ¢ BeliSouth
(continued.. ..)
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unbundled network elementsare a competing provider’s “ own telephone exchange service
facilities” for purposes of section271(c)(1)(A).* The Commission has further held that a BOC
must show that at least one “competing provider” constitutes “an actual commercial alternative
to the BOC,™ which a BOC can do by demonstrating that the provider serves “more than a de
minimis number” of subscribers.®* The Commission has held that Track A does not require any
particular level of market penetration, and the D.C. Circuit has affirmed that the Act “imposes no
volume requirements for satisfaction of Track A.™*

21.  We conclude, as did the state commissions, that Qwest satisfies the requirements
of Track A.** With respect to these states, Qwest relies on interconnection agreements with
Alltel (FKA Aliant Midwest), AT&T, AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, AT&T
Communicationsof the Pacific Northwest, Consolidated Communications Networks, Cox lowa
Telcom, Cox Nebraska Telecom, FiberComm, Goldfield Access Networks, IdeaOne Telecom

(Continued from previous page)
Corporation, BellSouth Telecommunications, fxc., and BellSouth Long Distance, /rc.for Provision of In-Region,
InterLATA Services fn Louisiana, CC Docket No. 98-121, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 13 FCC Red 20599,
20633-35, paras. 46-48 (1998)(Second BellSouth Louisiana Order).

46

Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20598, para. 101

47 Application by SBC Communications Inc., Pursuant io Section 27/ of the Communications Aci of 1934, as

amended, To Provide In-Region. /nterLATA Services in Oklahoma, CC Docket No. 97-121, Memorandum Opinion
and Order, 12 FCC Red 8685,8695, para. 14 (1997)(SHWBT Oklahoma Order).

48

SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 6257, para. 42; see also Ameritech Michigan Order 12 FCC
Red at 20585, para. 78.

Sprintv. FCC, 274 F.3d at 553-54; see also SBC Communications inc. v. FCC, 138 F.3d 410, 416 (D.C. Cir.
1998) (“Track A does not indicatejust how much competition a provider must offer in either the business or
residential markets before it is deemed a ‘competing’ provider.”).

50

Qwest 11 Application App. A, Tab 1, Declaration of Rick Hays (Qwest I! Hays Decl.)at para. 74; Qwest 1
Application App. A, Tab 2, Declaration of Robin L. Riggs (QwestII Riggs Decl.) at pan. 27. Qwest Il Application
App. A, Tab 3, Declaration of Kirk R. Nelson (Qwest 11 Nelson Decl.) at paras. 4446. Qwest 1} Application App A,
Tab 4, Declaration of Michael A. Cehallos (Qwest I1 Cehallos Decl.) at para. 33; Qwest | Application App. A, Tab
1, Declaration of Paul R. McDaniel (Qwest | McDaniel Decl.) at paras. 70-71;Qwest | Application App. A, Tab 2,
Declaration of Jim Schmit (Qwest1 Schmit Decl.) at para. 21; Qwest I Application App. A, Tab 3, Declaration of
Max A. Phillips (Qwest I Phillips Decl.) at para. 69; Qwest | Application App A. Tab 4. Declaration of Timothy
Sandos (Qwest I Sandos Decl.) at para. 61; Qwest | Application App. A, Tab 5, Declaration of $Scatt A. Macintosh
(Qwest | Macintosh Decl.) at para. 22; Qwest | Application App. C, Tab 5, Qwest | ldaho PUC Decision Regarding
Track A Public Interest, and Section 272 at 5-7; Qwest | Application App C, Tab 2. Nebraska Commission
Recommendationon Checklist Items 3, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12 and 14 at 56; Lener from Hance Haney. Executive
Director — Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC
Docket No. 02-148, 02-189 at 1-3 (dated August 1,2002)(Qwest Aug. 1 Ex Parte Lener); Letter from Hance
Haney, Executive Director — Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, WC Docket No. 02-148, Anach. at 1-3 (dated July 9,2002) (Qwest July 9 Ex Parte Letter) Montana
Commission Qwest IT Comments at 11-12;Utah Commission Qwest IF Comments at 5; Washington Commission
Qwest I Commentsat 7-8; Wyoming Commission Qwest Il Comments at 5-6; Wyoming Commission Qwest 11
Commentsat 6 ; Colorado Commission Qwest | Commentsat 2 and 10-12;Iowa Board Qwest | Comments at 17-19;
North Dakota Commission Qwest | Comments at 6, North Dakota Commission Qwest | Comments, App. at 148-34,

12
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Group, Integra Telecomm of Utah, Laurens Municipal Broadband CommunicationsUtility, Mid-
Rivers Telephone Cooperative, Montana Wireless, Project MALEN Telephone Cooperative,
Rainier Cable, Silver Star Telephone, Spencer Municipal Communication Utility, Sunwest
Communications, Time Warner Telecomm of Washington, XO Communicationsldaho, XO
Utah, and XO Washington in support of its Track A showing?’

22. In Colorado, we find that AT&T Communicationsof the Mountain States and
Sunwest Communicationseach serve more than a de minimis number of end users predominantly
over their own facilities and represent “actual commercial alternatives” to Qwest.* AT&T
provides telephone exchange service to residential and business subscriberspredominantly
through its own facilities, while Sunwest Communications provides telephone exchange service
to residential and business subscribers predominantly through UNE loops.*

23.  InIdaho, we find that Project Mutual Telephone Cooperative and XO
Communications Idaho each serve more than a de minimis number of end users predominantly
over their own facilities and represent “actual commercial alternatives” to Qwest.* Specifically,
Project Mutual Cooperative provides telephone exchange servicesto both residential and
business subscribers through its own facilities, while XO provides telephone exchange services
to business subscriberspredominantly through its own facilities?’

S Qwest 11T Teitzel Decl. at paras. 4-13; Qwest 11 Application App. L, Interconnection Agreements — Montana,

Attach. 5; Qwest II Application App. L, Interconnection Agreements — Utah, Attach. 5; Qwest 11 Application App. L,
Interconnection Agreements — Washington, Attach. 5; Qwest II Application App. L, Interconnection Agreements —
Wyoming, Attach. 5; Qwest I Application at 15; Qwest I Application App. L, Interconnection Agreements -
Colorado, Attach. 5; Qwest | Application App. L, Interconnection Agreements — Idaho, Attach. 5; Qwest
Application App. L, Interconnection Agreements — lowa, Attach. 5; Qwest | Application App. L, Interconnection
Agreements — Nebraska, Attach. 5; Qwest I Application App. L, Interconnection Agreements — North Dakota,
Attach. 5.

* Qwest 111 Teitzel Decl. at paras. 19, 22, 30; Qwest III Teitzel Decl., Ex. DLT-Track A Supp.-C3-1 (citing
confidential information); Qwest Aug. | £x Porte Letter at 1-3; Qwest July 9 Ex Porte Letter, Attach. at 1-3. Qwest
estimates that competing LECs now serve approximately 22.9 percent of the access lines in Colorado. Qwest 111
Teitzel Decl. at para. 30.

Qwest 111 Teitzel Decl., Ex. DLT-Track A Supp.-CO-1 (citing confidential information).

3 Qwest II1 Teitzel Decl. at paras. 19, 22, 30; Qwest I1I Teitzel Decl., Ex. DLT-Track A Supp.-1D-1 (citing
confidential information); Qwest | Application App. C, Book 1, Vol. 1, Tab 5, Idaho PUC Decision Regarding Track
A, Public Interest, and 272 Standards at 5-7; ldaho Commission Qwest 111 Comments, Carolee Hall Affidavit (Idaho
Commission Qwest III Hall Aff.) at para. 7; Qwest Aug. | Ex Parte Letter at 1-3;Qwest July 9 EX Porte Letter,
Attach. at 1-3; Qwest I1I Reply at 68-69. While the Idaho Commission asserts that there are some errors in Qwest’s
Track A figures for Idaho, Qwest continues to meet the requirements of Track A in Idaho. The Idaho Commission
includes Project Mutual Telephone and XO Idaho among their list of competitive LECs that provide local Exchange
service to customers in Idaho. The Idaho Commission estimates that competing LECs now serve 2.3 percent of
residential lines and 13.4 percent of business lines in Idaho. Qwest estimates that competing LECs serve
approximately 10.9 percent of the access lines in Idaho. Qwest 111 Teitzel Decl. at para. 30; Idaho Commission
Qwest 111 Comments at 3; Idaho Commission Qwest 111 Hall Aff. at para. 7.

% Qwest INT Teitzel Decl., Ex. DLT-Track A Supp.-ID-1 (citing confidential information).
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24.  Inlowa, we find that Cox lowa Telcom, FiberComm, Goldfield Access Networks,
Laurens Municipal Broadband Communications Utility, and Spencer Municipal Communication
Utility each serve more than a de minimis number of end users predominantly over their own
facilitiesand represent “actual commercial alternatives” to Qwest.* Specifically, we find that
FiberComm and Goldfield Access provide telephone exchange servicesto both residential and
business subscribersusing UNE loops, while Cox lowa Telcom, Laurens Municipal Broadband
Communications Utility, and Spencer Municipal Communications Utility provide telephone
exchange servicesto both residential and business subscribers using their own facilities.”’

25.  In Montana, we find that Mid-Rivers Telephone Cooperative and Montana
Wireless each serve more than a de minimis number of end users predominantly over their own
facilities and represent “actual commercial alternatives” to Qwest.* Montana Wireless provides
telephone exchange servicesto both residential and business customers predominantly through
UNE loops, while Mid-Rivers Telephone Cooperative provides telephone exchange serviceto
residential and business subscribers predominantly through its own facilities.”

26.  InNebraska, we find that Alltel (FKA Aliant Midwest) and Cox Nebraska
Telecom each serve more than a de minimis number of end users predominantly over their own
facilitiesand represent “actual commercial alternatives”to Qwest.*® Specifically, we find that
Alltel provides telephone exchange service to both residential and business customers over UNE
loops and Cox Communications provides telephone exchange services to both residential and
business subscribersusing its own facilities!”

27. In North Dakota, we find that AT&T, Consolidated Communications Networks,
and IdeaOne Telecom Group each serve more than a de minimis number of residential and
business customerspredominantly over their own facilitiesand represent “actual commercial

Qwest 111 Teitzel Decl. at paras. 19,22, 30; Qwest IiI Teitzel Decl, Ex. DLT-Track A Supp.-IA-1 (citing
confidential information); Qwest Aug. 1 Ex Parte Letter at 1-3; Qwest July 9 Ex Parte Letter, Attach. at 1-3; Qwest |
lowa Board Reply at 1-3. Qwest estimates that competing LECs now serve approximately 17.6 percent of access
lines in lowa. Qwest ] Teitzel Decl. at para. 30.

57

Qwest 111 Teitzel Decl, Ex. DLT-Track A Supp. -1A-1 (citing confidential information)

% Qwest I Teitzel Decl at paras. 19, 22, 30; Qwest 111 Teitzel Decl., Ex. DLT-Track A Supp.-MT-1 (citing
confidential information); Qwest 1! Reply Comments at 4-5; Qwest Aug. 1 Ex Parte Letter at 1-3; Qwest July 9 Ex
Parte Letter, Attach. at 1-3. Qwest estimatesthat competing LECs in Montana now serve approximately 6.2 percent
of access lines in Montana. Qwest I1I Teitzel Decl. at 20.

Qwest I1I Teitzel Decl., Ex. DLT-Track A Supp.-MT-1 (citing confidential information)

% QwestIII Teitzel Decl. at paras. 19, 23 , 30; Qwest III Teitzel Decl., Ex. DLT-Track A-Supp.-NE-1 (citing

confidential information); Qwest | Application, App C, Key Recommendations, Recommendations of the Nebraska
Public Service Commission, Book 1,Vel 1, Tab 2, Nebraska PSC Factual Findings and Partial Verification, at 56;
Qwest Aug. | Ex Parte Letter at 1-3; Qwest July 9 Ex Parte Letter, Attach. at 1-3. Qwest estimates that competing
LECs now serve approximately 32.2 percent of access lines in Nebraska. Qwest ITT Teitzel Decl. at para. 30.

61

Qwest 111 Teitzel Decl., Ex. DLT-Track A-Supp.-NE-1 (citing confidential information).
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alternatives” to Qwest.? Specifically, AT&T provides telephone exchange service to business
subscribers using its own facilities, while Consolidated Communications and IdeaOne Telecom
Group provide telephone exchange serviceto both residential and business subscribers
predominantly through UNE loops.*

28. In Utah, we find that AT&T of the Mountain States, Integra Telecom of Utah, and
XO Utah each serve more than a de minimis number of end users predominantly over their own
facilitiesand represent “actual commercial alternatives”to Qwest.** Specifically, AT&T, Integra,

and XO provide telephone exchange services to both residential and business subscribers through
their own facilities and UNE loops.**

29.  In Washington, we find that AT&T Communications of the Pacific Northwest,
Rainier Cable, Time Warner Telecom of Washington, and XO Washington each serve more than
a de minimis number of end users predominantly over their own facilities and represent “actual
commercial alternatives”to Qwest.* Specifically,we find that AT&T provides telephone
exchange servicesto both residential and business subscribers using its own facilities, UNE loops
and UNE-P, while XO provides telephone exchange services to residential and business
subscribers predominantly using UNE loops and its own facilities?” Rainier Cable and Time
Warner provide telephone exchange servicesto both residential and business subscribersusing
their own facilities.®

30.  In Wyoming, we find that Silver Star Telephone Company serves more than a de
minimis number of end users predominantly over its own facilitiesand represents an “actual

62

Qwest 1] Teitzel Decl. at paras. 19,22, 30; Qwest I Teitzel Decl., Ex. DLT-Track A Supp.-ND-1 (citing
confidential information); Qwest Aug. 1 Ex Parte Letter at 1-3; Qwest July 9 Ex Parte Letter, Attach. at 1-3. Qwest
estimates that competing LECs now serve approximately 2 1.8 percent of access lines in North Dakota. Qwest 111
Teitzel Decl. at para. 30.

Qwest 111 Teitzel Decl. at paras. 19, 22, 30; Qwest III Teitzel Decl., Ex. DLT-Track A Supp.-ND-1 (citing
confidential information).

& Qwest III Teitzel Decl. at paras. 19, 22, 30; Qwest I1I Teitzel Decl., Ex. DLT-Track A Supp.-UT-1 (citing

confidential information); Qwest Aug. 1 £x Parte Letter at 1-3; Qwest July 9 £x Parre Letter, Attach. at 1-3. Qwest
estimates that competing LECs now serve approximately 22.6 percent of access lines in Utah. Qwest 111 Teitzel
Decl. at para. 30.

% Qwest 11T Teitzel Decl., Ex. DLT-Track A Supp.-UT-1 (citing confidential information)

%  Qwest Il Teitzel Decl. at paras. 19, 22, 30; Qwest 111 Teitzel Decl, Ex. DLT-Track A Supp.-WA-1 (citing

confidential information); Qwest Aug. I Ex Parte Letter at 1-3; Qwest July 9 Ex Parte Letter, Attach. at I-3. Qwest
estimates that competing LECs now serve approximately 19.} percent of access lines in Washington. Qwest 1
Teitzel Decl. at para. 30.

67

Qwest 111 Teitzel Decl, Ex. DLT-Track A Supp.-WA-1 (citing confidential information)
% 1d.
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commercial alternative” to Qwest.* Specifically, we find that Silver Star Telephone provides
telephone exchange servicesto both residential and business subscribers using its own facilities.””

31.  AT&T, Sprint, Integra, and OneEighty contend that the level of competition is
insufficient or de minimis in the nine application states.” In addition, AT&T and Sprint criticize
Qwest’s methodology for estimating the facilities of competitive LECs that rely on their own
facilities rather than UNE loops, UNE-P, or resold lines. Specifically, AT&T and Sprint argue
that Qwest overestimates the number of competitive LEC lines by basing its estimate on local
interconnection service trurk lines,” and AT&T also criticizes Qwest’s use of E-911 listings as
an alternative method of estimating full facilities-based access lines.” We address these
criticismsin turn.

32.  First, we reject the argument put forth by Integra, Sprint,and AT&T that Qwest
should fail Track A in each of the nine states because only a limited number or a small
percentage of access lines are currently served by competing LECs.” As we have noted in
previous section 271 orders, Congress specifically declined to adopt a market share or other
similar test for BOC entry into long distance.” And, as stated above, we find that there is an
actual commercial alternative in each of the nine states serving more than a de minimis number
of customers. Second, we disagree that Qwest’s methodology for estimating competitive LECs’
facilities-based lines is unreliable. In its application, Qwest estimates the number of residential
and business customers receiving facilities-based service from competing LECs in each state by
using three different methodologies to derive the estimated range of facilities-based access
lines.” These methodologies have been used in previous section 271 applications that have been

69

Qwest 11 Teitzel Decl. at paras. 19,22.30; Qwest Il Teitzel Decl., Ex. DLT-Track A Supp.-WY-1 (citing
confidential information); Qwest Aug. 1 Ex Parte Letter at 1-3; Qwest July 9 Ex Parte Letter, Attach. at 1-3. Qwest
estimates that competing LECs now serve approximately 11.6 percent of access lines in Wyoming. Qwest I11 Teitzel
Decl. at para. 30; Wyoming Commission QwestII1 Commentsat 5-6.

Qwest 111 Teitzel Decl., Ex. DLT-Track A Supp.-WY-1 (citing confidential information).

71
AT&T Qwest I Commentsat 147, 149-50; AT&T Qwest | Commentsat 133-37; Integra Qwest III Comments

at 7-8 (specifically in North Dakota); OneEighty Qwest II Comments at 6-7 (specifically in Montana); and Sprint
Qwest 111 Comments at 2-3 (specifically in 1daho, lowa, Montana, Utah, Washington, Wyoming).

™ This method estimates the number of competitive LEC owned lines and stand alone UNE loops by multiplying

the number of local interconnection service trunks by 2.75. We do not rely on this methodology in this application.
AT&T Qwest It Commentsat 148-49; AT&T Qwestl Comments at 134-135; Sprint Qwest II1 Comments at 3;
Sprint Qwest IT Comments at 12-13; Sprint Qwest I Comments at 11-13.

AT&T Qwest I Commentsat 148-49; AT&T Qwest | Commentsat 134-135
74

AT&T Qwest If Commentsat 147, 149-50; AT&T Qwest I Comments at 133-37; Integra Qwest 111 Comments
at 7-8 (specifically in North Dakota); Sprint Qwest II Commentsat 10-11; Sprint Qwest | Comments at 10-11.

75

See, e.g., Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20585, para. 77; Sprint v. FCC, 214 F.3d at 553-54.

" The first method sums E-911 wireline listings and UNE-P lines. Qwest reports E-911 wireline listings within

Qwest’s territory. The E-911 figures contain UNE loops and competitive LEC owned facilities within Qwest’s
territory, but do not contain access lines provided by independent LECS that have overbuilt into Qwest’s territory or
(continued....)
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approved by the Commission.” While carriers may differ in their protocol for when to report a
phone number into the E-911 database? no commenter, including AT&T, has criticized Qwest’s
method of counting the number of white pages listings contained in its Listing Service System to
estimate a competitive LEC’s facilities-based access lines”  Qwest’s Listing Service System is
likely to yield a lower estimate of a competitive LEC’s access lines than the E-911 methodology.
We recognize that these methodologies necessarily produce estimates and may be inexact, but we
find them to be reasonable and note that the carriers we rely upon have not argued that Qwest’s
estimate of their customers is significantly incorrect.”

IV. PRIMARY CHECKLISTISSUE IN DISPUTE
A Checklist Item 2 —Unbundled Network Elements

33.  Checklist item 2 of section 271 states that a BOC must provide
“[n]ondiscriminatory access to network elements in accordance with the requirements of sections
251(c)(3) and 252(d)(1)” of the Act.*' Based on the record, we find that Qwest has satisfied the
requirements of checklist item 2. In this section, we address those aspects of this checklist item
that raised significant issues concerning whether Qwest’s performance demonstrates compliance
with the Act: (1) Operations Support Systems (OSS), particularly pre-ordering, ordering, billing,

(Continued from previous page)
wireless phone numbers. The second method estimates the number of competitive-LEC owned lines and stand alone
UNE loops by multiplying the number of local interconnectionservice trunks by 2.75. We do not rely on this
methodology in this application. The third method estimates the number of competitive-LECaccess lines by
counting the number of white page listings in Qwest’s Listing Service System. This database is updated daily to
reflect additions, deletions, and changes in residential and business white page listings. Qwest only reports white
page listings for competitive LECs serving customers in Qwest’sterritory. This method likely underestimates the
number Of access lines as residential customers may not list their primary or secondary lines and businesses may only
list a main number. Qwest 11 Application App. A, Tab 5, Declaration of David L. Teitzel (Qwest II Teitzel Decl.) at
paras. 33-41; Qwest II Reply Commentsat 6; Qwest | Application App A, Tab 6, Declaration of David L. Teitzel
(Qwest | Teitzel Decl.) at paras. 33-43; Qwest Aug. 1 EX Parte Letter at 1-3; Qwest July 9 Ex Parte Letter, Attach.
at {-3; Departmentof Justice Qwest II Evaluation at 8, n.32.

k2

See, e.g.., BellSouth GALA 11 Application, Supplemental Affidavit of Elizabeth A. Stockdale at para. 8
(estimating facilities-based lines by summing E-911 and UNE-P lines); SBC Texas Il Application, Affidavit of John
S. Habeeb, App A at para. 24 (estimating facilities-based lines by multiplying the number of local service
interconnectiontrunks by 2.75); Verizon Maine Application, Declaration of John A. Torre at para. 16 (estimating
facilities-based lines by summing E-91 | and directory listings).

Qwest IT Reply Commentsat 6; AT&T Qwest II Commentsat 148.

This database is updated daily to reflect additions, deletions, and changes in residential and business white page
listings for competitive LECs providing service within Qwest’sregion. Qwest 11 Teitzel Decl. at para. 39.

8 See Sprint v. FCC, 274 F.3d at 562 (finding it was reasonable for the Commission to rely on the applicant’s

estimates for a competitive LEC’s lines if the competitive LEC itself did not object to the estimate). Although Sprint
disputes the access lines that Qwest attributes to it for purposes of establishing Track A compliance, the Commission

has not relied upon the estimates for Sprint in any of the nine application states. Sprint Qwest II Commentsat 12;
Sprint Qwest 1LCommentsat 12.

5147 U.S.C. § 271(c)2)(BXii).
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maintenance and repair, and change management; (2) provisioning of UNE combinations; and
(3) UNE pricing. Aside from OSS, other UNESs that Qwest must make available under section
251(c)(3) are also listed as separate items on the competitive checklist, and are addressed below
I separate sections for various checklist items, as are any provisioning issues that may be in
dispute.®

1 0SS

34.  Under checklist item 2, a BOC must demonstrate that it provides non-
discriminatoryaccess to the five OSS functions: (1) pre-ordering; (2) ordering; (3) provisioning;
(4) maintenance and repair; and (5) billing.” In addition, a BOC must show that it provides non-
discriminatoryaccess to UNEs and that it has an adequate change management process in place
to accommodate changes made to its systems.” We find that Qwest provides non-discriminatory
access to its OSS. Consistent with prior Commission orders, we do not address each OSS
element in detail where our review of the record satisfies us there is little or no dispute that
Qwest meets the nondiscrimination requirements?” Rather, we focus our discussion on those
issues in controversy, which in this instance primarily involve certain elements of Qwest’s pre-
ordering, ordering, billing, and change management systems and processes. We also specifically
address issues related to flow-through.

a. Relevance of Qwest’s Regionwide OSS

35.  Consistent with our precedent, Qwest relies in this application on evidence
concerning its regionwide OSS.* Specifically, Qwest asserts that its OSS in the nine application
states is the same as its OSS in the entire thirteen-state region that participated in the ROC test?’
The thirteen participating states in Qwest’s local service region initiated a collaborative process

See47U.S.C. § 273(cX2)(B). For example, unbundled loops, transport, and switching are listed separately as
checklist itemsiv, v, and vi.
8 Application by Bell Atlantic New Yorkfor Authorization Under Section 271 of the Communications Act to
Provide In-Region, interLATA Service in the State of New York, 35 FCC Red 3953,3989, para. 82 (1999) (Bell
Atlantic New York Order),aff d, AT&T Corp. v. FCC, 220 F.3d 607 (D.C. Cir. 2000). The Commission has defined
0SS asthe various systems, databases, and personnel used by incumbentLECs to provide service to their customers.
See Application by SBC Communicationsinc., Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, and Southwestern Bell
CommunicationsServices, fnc., d/b/a SouthwesternBell Long Distance Pursuant to Section 271 of the
TelecommunicationsAct 0f1996 ToProvide In-Region. fnterLATA Services in Texas,Memorandum Opinion and
Order, 15FCC Red 18354, 18396-97, para. 92 (2000) (SWBT Texas Order).

See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3999, para. 102 and n.277 (citations omitted)

See Application of VerizonNew Yorkinc., VerizonLong Distance, VerironEnterprise Solutions, Verizon
Global Nerworks frc. and VerironSelect Services, nc. for Authorization 10 Provide In-Region, fnterLATA Services

in Connecticut, 16 FCC Red 14147, 14151, para. 9 (2001) (Verizon Cennecticut Order).

86
See, e.g., SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order 16 FCC Red at 6254, para. 36.

& Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at para. 63
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to design an overall plan for ensuring that Qwest’s OSS and related databases and personnel are
available to competing LECs in an open and nondiscriminatory manner.®®

36.  Tosupport its claim that its OSS is the same across all states, Qwest relies on the
comprehensive KPMG test. KPMG, in addition to administeringthe overall test, performed a
regional differences assessment (RDA).* KPMG’s RDA, released on October 5,2000, found
that Qwest’s order management, provisioning, maintenance and repair, and competing LEC
relationship management and infrastructure are materially consistent across the three regions.®
Although KPMG found that Qwest’s CRIS billing and service order processors {SOPs) differ by
region, it noted that Qwest has standardized most of its processes across these regions?”
Moreover, KPMG made certain adjustmentsto its test. Specifically, KPMG designed and scaled
the third-party test to represent the environment of the thirteen statesto ensure their ability to use
the results in individual state proceedings.” Where differences within Qwest’s local service
regions existed (such as the CRIS billing and SOP differences), the test was modified, as
appropriate, to address these regional and state differences to ensure that the ROC Third Party
Test would provide a valid basis upon which each of the thirteen participating ROC states could
base their respective recommendations to the Commission regarding Qwest’s section 271
applications.” KPMG's test transaction volumes were set at levels and distributed in such a way
as to produce statistically valid results given the identified differences among the regions.*

37.  Inreaching our conclusion that Qwest has demonstrated it provides
nondiscriminatory accessto its OSS, we rely on detailed evidence provided by Qwest in this
proceeding. We base this determination on Qwest’s actual performance in the nine application
states. In cases of low volume, where state-specific data may thus be unreliable,” as discussed
above, we look to Qwest’s performance in Colorado to supplement our analysis.% However, as
the Commission has previously stated, evidence of satisfactory performance in another state

¥ id.at para. 19.

¥ |d. atpara. 35.

% Id.at para. 36, and Exhibit LN-08S-4 (KPMG”SRDA)
id

2 jid.at para. 33.

% id.at paras. 33, 35.
* o

o5
As the Commissionhas found in previous section 271 applications, performance data based on low volumes of

orders or other transactions is not as reliable an indicator of checklist compliance as performance based on larger
numbers of observations. It is thus not possible to place the same evidentiary weight upon - and draw the same types
of conclusions from - performance data where volumes are low. as for data based on more robust activity. See,e.g.,
SWBT Kansas/Qkiahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6254, para. 36.

% See Introduction above.
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cannot trump convincing evidence that an applicant fails to provide nondiscriminatory accessto a
network element in the application states.” Also consistent with our past practice, we note that

in the course of our review, we look for patterns of systemic performance disparities that have
resulted in competitive harm or that have otherwise denied new entrantsa meaningful
opportunityto compete.” Isolated cases of performance disparity, especially when the margin of
disparity is small, generally will not result in a finding of checklist noncompliance.”

b. Pre-Ordering

38.  Asexplained in previous orders, pre-ordering includes gathering and verifying the
information necessary to place a new service order.'™ Given that pre-ordering representsthe
first exposure that a prospective customer has to a competing carrier, inferior accessto the
incumbent’s OSS may render the competing carrier less efficient or responsive than the
incumbent.”” The applicable standard is whether the BOC provides access to its OSS that allows
competitorsto perform pre-ordering functions in substantially the same time and manner as the
BOC’s retail operations.”” For those pre-order functionsthat lack a retail analogue, the BOC
must provide accessthat affordsan efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete.””

39.  Based upon the evidence in the record, we find that Qwest demonstratesthat it
provides nondiscriminatory access to its OSS preordering functions. Specifically, as discussed
below, we conclude that Qwest has shown that it provides nondiscriminatory access to its pre-

97

See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6254, para. 36.
% See Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9055-56, para. 122.
* .

Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4014, para. 129; Application of BellSouth Corporation. et al.,
Pursuant to Section 271 of the CommunicationsAct of 1934, as amended, to Provide In-Region, fnterLATA Services
in South Carolina, CC Docket No. 97-208, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 13 FCC Red 539,589, para. 91
(1997) (BellSouth South Carolina Order);see also Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20599-60,
para. 94 (referringto *“pre-orderingand ordering’ collectively as “the exchange of information between
telecommunications carriers about current or proposed customer products and services or unbundled network
elements or some combination thereof*). In prior orders, the Commission has identified the following five pre-
ordering functions: (1) customer service record (CSR) information; (2) address validation; (3) telephone number
information; (4) due date information;and (5) services and feature information. 1d;Application by BellSouth
Corporation, et al. Pursuant to Section 271 of the CommunicationsAct of 1934, as amended, to Provide In-Region,
InterLATA Services in Louisiana, CC Docket No. 97-231, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 13 FCC Red 6245,
6274, para. 47 (1998) (First BellSouth Louisiana Order).

Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4014, para. 129 (citing Second BeliSouth Louisiana Order, 13
FCC Red at 20669). See also App. K at paras. 33-34.

Bell Atlantic New York Order 15 FCC Red at 4014, para. 129 (citing BellSouth South Carolina Order, 13 FCC
Red at 619; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20655; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at
20618-19).

103 Id
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ordering functions because competing carriers can: successfully build and use application-to-
application interfaces that perform pre-ordering functions; consistently gain access to the OSS;
receive timely responses to submitted pre-order information requests; and integrate pre-ordering
and orderinginterfaces.’® Additionally, Qwest has shown that competitors have access to
informationto determine whether loop facilities are qualified to support xDSI. advanced
technologies.'®

/d at 4013-14, para, 128. We reject AT&T"s argument that informational issues related to the multiple UNE
rate zones in Montana and Wyoming cause competitive LECs to be at a competitive disadvantage in those states.
See AT&T QwestI! Comments at 53. The record shows that Qwest provides competing LECs with the necessary
informationto determine a potential customer’s rate zone. Qwest’s OSS, through both the GUI and EDI, includes an
address validation tool, which provides competing LECs with customer addresses and associated rate zones. Also,
Qwest’s retail marketing agents do not have access to the inquiries placed by competing LECs by means of the GUI
or EDI. See Qwest H Reply, App. A, Tab 8, Declaration of Jerrold L. Thompson (Qwest 1I Thompson Reply Decl.)
at para. 55. We also reject WorldCom’s assertion that Qwest does not provide the information needed to program its
system in ldaho. WorldCom asserts that different universal service order codes {USOCs) are required in the
northern pan of Idaho than in the southern part of the state and that Qwest has been unable to direct WorldCom to
the common language location identifiers{CLLI)} that define the geographic boundaries between the regions. See
WorldCom Qwest IT1 Comments at 13. The record shows that Qwest has provided this informationto WorldCom in
response to WorldCom’s request. See Qwest 111 Reply, App. A, Tab 17, Reply Declaration of Lynn M. V.
Notarianni and Christie L. Doherty (Qwest [T Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl.) at para. 86. We also reject
WorldCom’s assertion that Qwest’s EDI documentation errors rise to the level of checklist non-compliance. See
WorldCom Qwest I11 Comments at 12-13; WorldCom Nov. 6 Ex Parte Lener at 9 Lener from Lori Wright,
WorldCom, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission. WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed
on Dec. 2,2002) at 1 (WorldCom Dec. 2 Ex Parte Letter). For example, WorldCom argues that Qwest is unclear in
how competing LECs should treat community names in ordering through EDY. Worldcorn Nov. 6 Ex Parte Lener at
9. The record showsthat using the pre-order address validation query will ensurethat the order will pass all address
validation edits. See Letter from Hance Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulatory, Qwest. to Marlene H.
Dortch, Secretary, Federal CommunicationsCommission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filedNov, 22.2002) at 3-4
(Qwest Nov. 22e Ex Parte Letter). We note that many of the EDI problems addressed by WorldCom in its Dec. 2 EX
Parte Lener have been closed. See Letter from Hance Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to
Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No.02-314 (filed Dec. 3,2002) at
2 (Qwest Dec, 3¢ Ex Parte Lener ). Additionally, we note that that many of the EDI problems addressed by
WorldCom in its Dec. 2 ex parte letter are in regard to Qwest’s most recent EDI relcase, EDI version 11.0 (which
was available to competing LECs starting Nov. 18,2002). See Letter from Hance Hanes, Executive Director *
Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No.
02-314 (filed Dec. 6,2002) (Qwest Dec. 6b Ex Parte Lener). We note that Qwest‘s change management process
utilizes an extensive help-desk ticket and notification process to handle errors that mel  occur when implementing
new software. Qwest Dec. 3¢ Ex Parte Lener at 1. We take further comfort, although we do not rely on it, in
Qwest’s commitment to resolve WorldCom’s Trouble Ticket 6090995 through a new patch that will be available to
competing LECs on December 20,2002. See Letter from Hance Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulatory,
Qwest, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Dec. 17,
2002) at 1 (Qwest Dec. 17 Ex Parte Lener on Trouble Ticket 6090995).

105

See e.g., Application of VerizonNew England Inc., Bell Atlantic Communications, /nc. (d’d/a VerizonLong
Distance), NYNEX Long Distance Company (d&/b/a VerizonEnterprise Solutions) and VerizonGlobal Networks Inc.
for Authorizationto Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Massachusetts, 16 FCC Red 8988,9013, para. 50
(2001) (Verizon Massachusetts Order).
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() Pre-Ordering Functionality

40.  The record shows that Qwest offers requesting carriers access to an application-to-
application interface that enables them to perform the same pre-ordering functions that Qwest
provides for its retail operations. Pre-ordering functionality is provided through Qwest’stwo
electronic interfaces: Interconnect Mediated Access-Electronic Data Interexchange (IMA-EDI or
EDI), and Interconnect Mediated Access-Graphical User Interface (IMA-GUI or GUI).'*
Competitive LECs may use either of these interfaces to submit orders for end users throughout
Qwest’sregion.”” Using these interfaces, competing carriers gain access to pre-ordering
information, including address validation;'*® customer service records (CSR); service availability;
facility availability; loop qualification (for qualifying Qwest DSL for resale and unbundled loop):
raw loop data; connecting facility assignment (CFA); meet point query; and access to directory
listings.'”

The Application showsthat both interfaces are real-time, electronic interfaces, allowing competitive LECsto
access pre-ordering, ordering, and provisioning OSS functions. The notable differences in the two interfaces are that
EDi is a computer-to-computerinterface, whereas GUI is human-to-computer. EDI also provides electronic access
directly from a competitor’s systemsto Qwest’s interfaces, and, thus, enables competitive LECs to integrate their
own OSS with the Qwest electronic interface (in addition to integrating EDI’s pre-ordering functions with its
ordering functions),whereas GUI allows competitors to obtain electronic access to Qwest’s OSS pre-ordering,
ordering, and provisioning functionality without having to develop their own software. See Qwest |
Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at paras. 59-65. We do not consider the Web GUT’s functionality because it is a human-to-
application interface. Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4016-17, para. £33, n.385. However we
observe that the GUI provides an economically efficient pre-ordering interface for low-volume carriers and new
entrants. See id.

v As of the time of its application, Qwest reports that 22 competing LECs use IMA-EDI and 172 competing
LECs use IMA-GUI in Qwest’s 14 state region to complete pre-order transactions. See Letter from Hance Haney,
Executive Director - Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Nov. 15,2002) (QwestNov. 15d Ex Parte Letter) at 1, Letter from
Hance Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene Dortch. Secretary, Federal
Communications Commission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Dec. 9, 2002) at 1 (Qwest Dec. 9 EX Parte Letter).

1% Competitors use this functionto determine if a customer’s address matches the address in Qwest’s 0SS, and

this tool is used to create a list of validated addresses that can be used to generate other pre-ordering and ordering
transactions. In additionto the Address Validation query, Qwest maintains a website with files called the “Street
Address Guide Area Data Files,” which contain address information organized by state. Competitive LECs can
access and search these files by using standard text search tools or by downloading the filesto their own site and
integrating the data into their own systems. See Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at paras. 70-71.

% Id. In addition, KPMG found that Qwest satisfied its requirements for pre-ordering functionality by

successfully processing 14 pre-order transaction types. KPMG Final Report at 73 (Table 12-7: Evaluation Criteria
and Results) (Test 12-2-1) (Qwest SystemsProvide Required Pre-ordering Functionality). KPMG tested the
following transactions: validate customer address; obtain customer service record; reserve telephone numbers;
determine product and feature availability; perform facility availability check; schedule appointment; obtain loop
qualification information; validate customer CFA; obtain directory listings information for an existing UNE-L
customer; obtain design layout record validate meet point; cancel an appointment of reserved telephone number. Id.
at65 (Table 12-1){Pre-order Test Scenarios).
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41. KPMG tested the functionality of Qwest’s EDI interface, and concluded that it
performed pre-order functions in a satisfactory manner.”” KFMG statesthat the Qwest business
rules detail the form, field, and value information required to submit valid pre-order inquiries.””
For example, KPMG tested Qwest’s ability to process various pre-order transactions.'" In
addition, KPMG’s comparisonof Qwest’s retail and wholesale pre-order transactions showed
functional equivalence.'” Given that competitors have the ability to and actually are using
application-to-applicationinterfacesto complete pre-order transactions, and that Qwest’s
functions have been successfullytested, we conclude that Qwest provides adequate pre-order
functionality.

42.  Eschelon is the only commenter to raise issue with Qwest’s pre-ordering
functionality, alleging that a customer configuration information system (called Qhost) is
sometimes disabled without notice when ordering resold DSL services.'* We find, however, that
these outages do not warrant a finding of checklist noncompliance, as Qhost is not part of the
OSS system that we examine for purposes of this application. The record shows that Qhost is
used by 1SPs, including Qwest’s own ISP, Qwest.net,'”* to obtain customer configuration
information.''® Competitive carriers, on the other hand, use IMA to order Qwest resold DSL
services, and there is no evidence to suggest that there are functionality issues with IMA.'"

11¢

KPMG Final Report at 70-72.
i Id

12 d. at 73 (Test 12-2-1) (Qwest ,stems Provide Require  e-ordering Functionality).

113
KPMG compared the following pre-order transactions: validate customer address; obtain customer service

record; reserve telephone numbers; determine product and feature availability; perform facility availability check;
schedule appointment; obtain loop qualification information; and cancel an appointment or reserved TN. KFMG
Final Report at 97 (Test 12-11-3) (Pre-Order and Order Capabilities Are Functionally Equivalent for Both Retail and
Wholesale Services).

Eschelon Qwest | Commentsat 12. Eschelon assertsthat the Qhost system suffered from outages on June 28,
July 1, and July 2,2002.
15 Qwest offers DSL Intemet services to subscribers under the Qwest.net brand name, and Qwest.net utilizes
QHost in the same manner and receives the same services that are provided to all ISP and Business DSL Hosts,
including Eschelon. See Letter from Hance Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulatory, Qwest, Executive
Director-Federal Regulatory, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Cemumnission, Docket NoS. 02-
148and 02-189 (filed Sept. 6,2002) (Qwest Sept. 6 Ex Parte Letter) at 1.

ile

Qwest | Reply, App. A, Tab 5, Declaration of Lynn M. V. Notarianni and Christie L. Doherty (Qwest |
Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl.) at para. 303. The record also shows that when Qhost is unavailable, users can

obtain the same information by calling Qwest representatives at the phone number cited on the Qhost website. See
4]

117 Id
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(iiy  Response Times and Availability

43.  We find that Qwest demonstratesthat it provides requesting carriers accessto pre-
ordering functionality in substantiallythe same time that it provides access to its retail
operations. As expressed in past decisions, in order to compete effectively in the local exchange
market, competitors must be ableto perform pre-ordering functions and interact with their
customers as quickly and efficiently as the incumbent."® Qur finding of compliance in this area
is principally based upon Qwest’s commercial performance. Metric PO-1 measures the time it
takes Qwest to respond to various requests for pre-order information, and, depending on the
interface and function, the benchmark varies from 10to 25 seconds.”” The commercial data
show that Qwest has met every benchmark for GUI and EDI in this area for each of the past 4
months, '

44.  Qwest also demonstratesthat both of its interfaces are available in a manner that
affords an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete. As discussed in previous
orders, an available pre-ordering interface is required for competing carriers to market their
services and serve their customers, and the unavailability of an interface could directly and
negatively affect a carrier’s customer interaction.”” Qwest’s commercial data show that Qwest’s
interfaces were generally available as scheduled.'*

118

See Bell AtlanticNew York Order,15 FCC Red 4025, para. 145 (citing BellSoumh South Carolina Order, 13
FCC Red at 625, 634-36; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20616).

For both the IMA-GUI and IMA-EDI interfaces, the metric tracks the time it takes Qwest to schedule
appointments, inquire about service availability time, conduct facility checks. validate addresses. retrieve customer
service records, and make telephone number reservation. Qwest explains that it separately tracks cenain functions
for the GUI interface, such as submittingresponses, responding to submissions. and when applicable, accepting
transactions. Qwest | Williams Decl. at paras. 96-99.

120

See, e.g., GA-I (Gateway Availability-IMA-GUI) with a standard of 99.25%« for scheduled availability; GA-2
(Gateway Availability-IMA-EDI)with a standard of 99.25% for scheduled availabiliny: PO-} {Pre-order/Order
Response Times) with standard response times ranging from 10 to 25 seconds: PO-3 (LSR Rejection Notice Interval)
with standard response times ranging from 18 seconds for electronically submitted orders to < 24 work week clock
hours for faxed orders; and PO-5 (FOCs provided on Time) with standards ranging from 85% of all LIS trunk orders
returned within 8 business daysto 95% of all orders for resold services returned within 20 minutes. Qur conclusion
is also supported by the findings of the third-partytester. KPMG’s test showed that for both the GUI and EDI
interfaces, Qwest response times were satisfactory for a full range of pre-order transactions. For the performance of
the GUI interface, see KPMG Final Report at 74-76 (IMA GUI Pre-Order Timeliness).

Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 4029-30, para. 154 (citing BefiSouth South Carolina Order, 12
FCC Red at 637-38, para. 180).

22 See GA-I through GA-4, GA-6, and GA-7
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(iiiy  Pre-Orderingand Ordering Integration

45.  Consistent with state commissions examining this issue,'® we conclude that
Qwest demonstrates that its EDI interface allows competing carriersto integrate pre-ordering
information into Qwest’s ordering interface, as well as into the carriers’ back office systems.
The Commission has previously stated that the inability to integrate may place competitors at a
disadvantage and significantly impact a carrier’s ability to serve its customersin a timely and
efficientmanner." In orderto demonstrate compliance with checklist item 2, the BOC must
enable competing carriers to transfer pre-ordering information (such as customer billing address
or existing features) electronically into the carrier’s own back office systems, and then transfer
this information back to the BOC’s ordering interface. Without an integrated system, a
competing carrier would be forced to re-enter pre-ordering information manually into an ordering
interface, leading to additional costs, delays, and a greater risk of error.”. Thus, a BOC has
enabled successful integration if competing carriers may, or have been able to, automatically
populate information supplied by the BOC’s pre-ordering systemsonto an order form that will
not be rejected by the BOC’s OSS systems. '

46. The Commission has held that the ability to “parse” pre-order information
successfully (i.e., to divide electronic data into designated fields) is a necessary component of
successful integration.” Our prior orders dictate that a BOC can demonstrate the ability of
competitive LECs to integrate pre-ordering and ordering functions if the BOC parses the
customer record information into identifiable fields for the competing carriers.”” Also, if the
BOC does not provide parsed pre-order information, the BOC can demonstrate that competing
carriers can or have been able to successfully integrate by parsing the informationthemselves.'*

123

See, e.g.. Colorado Commission Qwest | Reply at 40; lowa Board Qwest 1 Reply at 5-6; Wyoming
Commission Qwest I} Commentsat 6.
124 See Joint Application by BellSouth Corporation, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., and BellSouth Long
Distance, fnc. for Provision of In-Region, frrerLATA Services n Georgiaand Louisiana. CC Docket No. 02-35,
Memorandum Opinion and Order, 17 FCC Red 9018,9078, para. 119 (2002) (BellSouth Georgia/Louisiana Order);
SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18428-29, para. 152; Bell Atiantic New York Order, §5 FCC Red at 4¢19-20,
para. 137.

See Bell Atlantic New York Order 15FCC Red at 4019, para. 137 (citing Second BellSouth Louisiana Order,
13 FCC Red at 20661,20666,20676-77; First BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 6276-71; BellSouth South
Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 602, 623-24, 629).

126 Id

SWBT Texas Order, 15FCC Red at 18429, para. 153. “Parsed” pre-ordering information is electronic data that

are divided into fields that can be electronically transferred into other fields used in the pre-ordering and ordering
process.

Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15FCC Red at 4019, para. 137.
128 ; ; ; ; fare o

A BOC that does not provide parsed pre-order information must demonstrate that competingcarriers “may, or
have been able to, automatically populate information supplied by the BOC’s pre-ordering systems onto an order
(continued.. ..)
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47.  As the Commission has explained, absent sufficientand reliable data on
commercial usage,”” we will consider the results of carrier-to-carrier testing, independent third-
party testing, and internal testing in assessing the commercial readiness of a BOC’s OSS."*! In
this instance, we base our conclusion that integration is achievable on evidence that Qwest parses
pre-order information, as well as HP’s ability to successfully integrate. ™

48.  Pursing. The record demonstrates that Qwest provides competitorswith the
necessary documentation and support to successfully integrate pre-ordering and ordering
functions."® This information includes developer worksheets. which specify field lengths, field
characteristics, and any conditions related to the usage of specific fields for specified products.”
In addition, Qwest provides training and documentationto assist competitors in developingand
implementing integration capability.”” Qwest’s IMA system is based on local service ordering
guidelines™ (LSOG) for pre-order and order transactions, including rules for parsing information
(Continued from previous page)
form . that will not be rejected by the BOC’s OSS systems.” SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18428-29, para.

152. Regardless of whether an applicant parses, the record must show that competitors are able to successfully
integrate.

130

The record contains several sources of commercial usage evidence. First, the record indicates that New
Access, a competitive LEC operating in Colorado, lowa, Nebraska and North Dakota, has affirmed that it has
achieved pre-orderiorder integration through its IMA-EDI interface as of June 2002. See Qwest 1
Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl., Ex. LN-17 (Qwest July 25 Ex Parte on Pre-Order/Order Integration). Moreover,
the application contains letters from two software designers, Telcardia Technologies and NightFire Software, Inc.,
both of which explain that they have successfully developed pre-orderiorder integration programs for competitive
LECs that are actively submitting LSRs to Qwest via its EDI interface. See Qwest1 Notarianni/Doherty Decl., Exs.

LN-OSS-12(Jan. 28,2002 Letter from Telcordia Technologies), and LN-0SS-13 (May 22,2002 Letter from
NightFire).
31 See SWBT Teras Order, 15 FCC Red at 18399, para. 98 (citing Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at
3992, para. 88.) Seealso App. K at para. 31.
132

See Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Decl., Exhibit LN-OSS-11 (Hewlett-Packard's PreOrder to Order Integration
Report. 271 Test Generator, Arizona Corporation Commission, Final Version 5.0). See generally Letter from
Sumeet Seam, Attorney for Qwest, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, Docket
Nos. 02-148 and 02-189 (filed Aug. 8,2002) (Qwest Aug. 8c Ex Parte Letter).

13 Letter from Sumeet Seam, Anomey for Qwest, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications

Commission, Docket ¢2-148 (filed July 25,2002) (Qwest July 25b Ex Parte Letter) at 5-7. See also HP’s August 6
Ex Parte Letter, Exhibit C (Colorado En Barne Hearing 6/10/02, Transcript Excerpt) at 11-12; Qwest August 8¢ Ex
Parte Letter at 5.

B34 See Qwest July 25b Ex Parte Letter at 3-7. Qwest states that its own “IMA Development, Systems Test and
Regression Test” teams used these same worksheets to develop, test and implement IMA in its first implementation
onJanuary 1, 1997, and have continued to use them for enhancementsto IMA. Seeid. at 5.

135

Qwest I Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para. 140.

The Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions{ATIS) publishes and maintains the LSOGs. The
LSOG is the standard for ordering and provisioning. As explained by HP, “a provider (ILEC) may interpret these
guidelines when creating specifications that define how a CLEC should order and provision service from the ILEC.”
See KPMG Final Report, App. HP-B (Hewlett-Packard s Pre-Order/Order Integration Field Comparison Report,
Analysis of Owest IMA EDI Release 7.0) at 2.
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on pre-order transactions.'” Qwest provides, among other things, address validation and CSR
information that is parsed into identifiable fields for competitors, which separates the parsed
elements returned for each pre-order transaction, and identifies the LSR field to which the
particular data element relates. According to the record, Qwest implementationteams are
available to competitive LECs for all aspects of the EDI certification process.”” We find that by
providing competing LECs the tools necessary to integrate, in particular a parsed CSR, that
Qwest has satisfied the Commission’s standard for integration as articulated in the Bell Atlantic
New York Order.”*

49.  Third-Party Test. The test results from HP, acting as a pseudo-competitor LEC,
bolster our conclusionswith respect to integration. As explained in the SWBT Texas Order, a
persuasive third-party test provides an objective means by which to evaluatea BOC’s OSS
readiness.”” HP successfully developed an EDI interface that integrated pre-order/order data,"’
and HP was able to develop pre-order/order integration capabilities using such generally
available tools and documents as the developer worksheetsand accessto staff from Qwest’s EDI
implementation teams."* In particular, the record indicates that HP successfully integrated with
both Qwest’s EDI release 7.0 and EDI release 8.0.** HEP’s test results affirm that Qwest’s IMA

137

Qwest 1 NotarianniiDoherty Reply Decl. at para. 140. Qwest explains that by adhering to the LSOG
guidelines, its pre-order transactions are defined and parsed to the extent that the pre-order information is required to
submitan order. See id. Qwest also explains that “OBF did not publish a document to describe how to map between
pre-order and order information due to a belief that the care taken in defining and naming the fields is readily
comprehensible for CLECs. For example, if the LSR required the population of an address field called Street
Address Number (SANO), then the preorder address validation transaction requires the parsing and returning of the
same field (SANO), so that it can be readily identified and populated on the LSR.” See .

138
Qwest | Application at 116; Qwest I Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at para. 197, Exhibit LN-OSS-5 (Developer
Worksheets-PreOrder); Qwest July 25b Ex Parte Letter at 5-7.

1539 Id

1% See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4019-4021, paras. 137-139. See also Qwest August 8¢ Ex
Parte Letter at 1-3.

¥l See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18399-400, para. 98 (citing Bell Adlantic New York Order, 15 FCC
Red at 3992, para. 89).

142

Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at para. 198.
"5 1d. See also Letter 6-om Geoff May, Hewlett-Packard. to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, Docket 02-148 (filed Aug. 6, 2002) (HP August 6 Ex Porte Letter). Hewlett-Packard states that each
individual data element is defmed in the Qwest IMA EDI disclosure documentationwith the associated business
rules and format characteristics. See id. at 2.

"4 Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at para. 198 and Exhibit LN-OSS-9 (Hewletz-Packard's Pre-Order/Order
Integration Field ComparisonReport, Analysis of Qwest IMA-ED] Release 7.0, Versioni.0, April 19, 2062). See
Exhibit LN-OSS-9 at 40. HP achieved integration with ED! 7.0 adhering to LSOG lIssue 3.

5 Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at para. 198 and Exhibit LN-OSS-10 (Hewlett-Packard’s Pre-Order/Order
Integration Field Comparison Report, Analysis of Qwest IMA-EDI Release 8.0. Version 1.0, April 19, 2002). HP
achieved integration with EDI 8.0 adhering to LSOG Issue 5.
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EDI interface provides competitorswith pre-order, order, and post-order information in a parsed
or fielded format.”” For both releases, HP tested thirty-four separate products and transactions.'"’
In addition, for the EDI 7.Otest, HP tested data integration for three different types of
transactions: pre-order to pre-order transactions involving address-related data;’** pre-order to
order transactions involving address-related data;'** and pre-order to order transactions involving
CSR information for the ordering of both resold POTS and UNE-platform POTS.” For both of
its reports, HP concluded that it “does not feel that [there] are any issues that would prohibit a
CLEC from integrating Qwest data with their internal application system(s).”*** The record also
indicatesthat in a separatetest, HP was able to confirm that Qwest provides competitors with the
tools required to successfully develop an integrated EDI interface, and it also confirmed that
competitors have the ability to integrate pre-order responses With order transactions."? Utilizing

46

HP August 6 Ex Parte Letter.

See KPMG Final Report, Appendices HP-B (Hewlett-Packard'’s Pre-Order/Crder Integration Field
Comparison Report, Analysis of Qwest IMA-EDI Release 7.0)at 2, and HP-C (Hewlett-Packard’s Pre-Order/Order
Integration Field Comparison Report, Analysis of Owesr IMA-EDI Release 8.0)at 2. In both tests, HP tested the
following 34 products and transactions: address validation; appointment availability; appointment selection;
cancellation; connecting facility assignment; customer service; design layout record; facility availability; meet point;
raw loop data; service availability; telephone number availability; telephone number selection; centrex 21; centrex
plus; DID in only trunks; ISDN-PRI resale availability: ISDN-PRI resale trunk; listing only; local number
portability; PBX; POTS; private line; shared loop; unbundled loop distribution loop; unbundled loop; unbundled
loop with number portability; UNE-C Private Line; UNE-platform POTS; completion; firm order completion;
Jjeopardy/non-fatal/fatal; LSR status; and status change inquiry-autopush. See id HP explains that it successfully
developed and implemented integration of the data from an Address Validation Response (AVR) into other
transactions, and that its data entry application retained address information that it received from Qwest, and then
used it to populate address-related fields in a number of pre-order queries, including: address validation query;
customer service record query; facility availability query; service availability query; telephone number availability
query; raw loop data query; and meet point query. Seealse HP August 6,2002 &Parte Letter at 2. HP also reports
that it was able to integrate address information into such order related forms as local service request, end user,
resale private line, and directory listing. See id.
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KPMG Final Report, App. HP-B {Hewlett-Packard's Pre-Order/Order Integration Field Comparison Report,
Analysis of Qwest IMA-EDI Release 7.0)at 38 (Table 5.1 —PCG Pre-Order to Pre-Order Integration).

9" Id at 39 (Table 5.2 — PCG Pre-Orderto Order Integration); HP August 6 Ex Parte Letter at 1

150 Id
151

KPMG Final Report, App. HP-B (Hewlett-Packard’s Pre-Order/Order Integration Field Comparison Report,
Analysis & Qwest IMA-EDI Release 7.0)at 40, and App. HP-C (Hewlett-Packard’s Pre-Order/Order Integration
Field Comparison Report. Analysis d Qwest IMA-EDI Release 8.0)at 39. In both repons, HP observes that “this
does not mean that there are not issues that would have to be resolved between Qwest and the CLEC, but simply that
these issues are not insurmountable.” Seeid.

12 See Qwest I Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at paras. 199-200and Exhibit LN-OSS-I | {Hlewlett-Packard’s Pre-

Order to Order Integration Report, 27 Test Generator, Arizona Corporation Commission, Final Version3.0). In
its summary of how well Qwest’s fields conform to LSOG 3 and LSOG 5, HP concludes that “the data definitions ..
. between PreOrder and Order elements . . .do not require translation, or reconfiguration of the data elements when
integrating PreOrder transactions into Order transactions. Therefore, HPC’s assessment is that CLECs can utilize
(continued....)
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its integrated IMA-EDI interface, HP statesthat it submitted a total of 889 UNE-platform retest
orders from January 2002 to April 2002.'* Only 12.15 percent of these orders were rejected, and
HP explained that these rejected orders were attributable to issues unrelated to any pre-
order/order integration problems.””

50.  We are not persuaded by the allegations made by AT&T and WorldCom that the
evidence does not support a showing of carriers’ ability to integrate pre-ordering/ordering
functions. Generally, AT&T and WorldCom make three arguments. First, the commenters
dispute the reliability of the commercial evidence.' Second, AT&T and WorldCom question
the conclusionsfrom HP’s test results. Lastly, these commenters cite to their own experience
with Qwest’s OSS, which allegedly demonstratesthe inability to integrate. As an initial matter,
given that we do not base our finding of integration upon either the New Access or vendor letters
that the commenters dispute, and instead rely on Qwest‘s provision of a parsed CSR and HP’s
successful integration results, we need not address carriers’ arguments challenging the validity of
these letters.

51.  Turningto the HP test results, we do not agree with WorldCom’s contention that
during the HP test of Qwest’s ability to integrate, HP found inconsistenciesbetween pre-order
and order requirements that undermine its conclusion that integration is achievable.”” The
inconsistenciesHP discussed in its two reports examining the field lengths of both EDI 7.0 and

EDI 8.0do not evidence an inabilityto integrate.”” For both EDI1 7.0 and 8.0, KPMG found that
(Continued from previous page)
Qwest’sEDI PreOrder transactions to submit an Order without data manipulation.” See Exhibit LN-OSS-11 at 33-
34.

153

Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para. 138; Letter from Sumeet Seam, Attorney for Qwest, to
Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, Docket 02-148 (filed July 29,2002) (Qwest
July 29a Ex Parte Letter) at 3.

' See Qwest July 29a Ex Porte Letter at 3. In correspondence dated July 26,2002, from Don Perry of Hewlett-

Packard Services, Consulting & Integration Division, to the ROC TAG Members, HP explains that “as described in
the HP Final Report, HP integrated the address information from the pre-order transaction into the End User form.
Issues not related to pre-order/order integration generated these 108 FATAL (caps in original) rejects.” See id at 5.

155 AT&T and WorldCom argue that there is little evidence to support New Access’ successful integration. See

AT&T Qwest | Reply at 26-27; WorldCom Qwest | Lichtenberg Reply Decl. at para. 21.

156
WorldCom states that these shortcomings included inconsistent business rules, inconsistent valid values,

inconsistent data types, and failure to return information at the pre-order stage for several industry standard fields.
See WorldCom Qwest | Comments, Sherry Lichtenberg Decl. (WorldCom Qwest 1 Lichtenberg Decl.) at para. 21

87 See KFMG Final Report, Appendices HP-B (Hewlett-Packard’s Pre-Order/Order Integration Field

Comparison Report, Analysis of Qwest IMA EDI Release 7.0), and HP-C (Pre-Order/Order Integration Field
ComparisonReport, Analysis of Owesr IMA ED1 Release 8.0). HP explainsthat in creating these reports, it “took
the Qwest documentation, [and] the IMA EDI disclosure documentation, which is the official Qwest documentation
for that interface [, and] compared the Qwest documentation against itself so that if [for example], you had a field
that was part of an address and it was used in four or five different transactions, [HP] compared across Qwest
transactions looking for consistency and format and ability to be integrated. [HP] also compared Qwest
documentation against industry publications . ...” See alse HP August 6 Ex Parte Letter, Exhibit A (Colorado En
Banc Hearing 6/10/02, Transcript Excerpt) at 6-7.
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only a minimal number of Qwest’s pre-ordering and ordering data fields differed from the LSOG
standardto such a degree that the discrepancy could disrupt, or “impact,” the exchange of data.
Moreover, because KPMG’s report provides detailed information about the impacting data
fields’ names, form with which the data field is used, and the field’s LSOG analogue,
competitors can readily identify the impacting data fields. For example, HP’s report for EDI 7.0
found that of the 275 data fields that are used to perform pre-order functions, only 11 were
identified as impacting,”” and of the 413 fields used for order functions, only 34 were considered
to be impacting.”” In its report for EDI 8.0, HP found that of the 274 data fields that are used to
perform pre-order functions, only 16 were considered to be impacting,'® and of the 255 fields
used for order functions, only 37 were considered to be impacting.'' These results are
compelling because they constitute objective evidence that quantifies the high degree to which
Qwest’s data fields conform to the industry standard.'** That is, were a competitor to use
industry guidelines to model its pre-orderingand ordering data fields for use with EDI 7.0, only 4
percent of its pre-ordering fields and 8 percent of its ordering fields would have different
configurationsthan Qwest’s system. As explained by HP, “the degree to which ILECs and
CLECs conform to the LSOG guidelines has a direct impact on the internal application systems

158

See KFMG Final Report, App. HP-B (Hewlett-Packard's Pre-Order/Order Integrarion Field Comparison
Report, Analysis of Qwest IMA EDI Release 7.¢) at 16, (Table 4.10 - Pre-Order Data Integration Issues). For a
detailed description ofthe integration issue associated with each data field, see KPMG Final Report. App. HP-B at
8-15, (Table 4.6 (Generic Integration Issues); Table 4.7 (Field Length Variations Across Qwest Pre-Order Forms):
and Table 4.8 (Field Length Variations Between Qwest and LSOG)).

159

See KF'MG Final Report, App. HP-B ((Hewlett-Packard's Pre-COrder/Order Integrarion Field Comparison
Report, Analysis of Qwest iMA EDI Release 7.0)at 31, (Table 4.24 — Order Data Integration Issues). For a detailed
description of the integration issue associated with each data field, see KPMG Final Report, App. HP-B at 21-30,
(Table 4.20 (Generic Integration Issues); Table 4.2 | (Field Length Variations Across Qwest Order Forms); and
Table 4.22 (Field Length Variations Between Qwest and LSOG)).

1 See KPMG Final Report, App. HP-C (Hewiett-Packard's Pre-Order/Order Integration Field Comparison
Report, Analysis of Owest IMA EDJ Release 8.0)at 16, (Table 4.10 -Pre-Order Data Integration Issues). For a
detailed description of the integration issue associated with each data field, see KPMG Final Report, App. HP-C at
8-15, (Table 4.6 (Generic Integration Issues); Table 4.7 (Field Length Variations Across Qwest Pre-Order Forms);
and Table 4.8 (Field Length Variations Between Qwest and LSOG)).

161

See KPMG Final Report, App. HP-C {Hewlett-Packard's Pre-Order/Order Integration Field Comparison
Report. Analysis of Qwest IMA EDI Release 8.0) at 32, (Table 4.24 — Crder Data Integration Issues). For a detailed
description ofthe integration issue associated with each data field, see KPMG Final Report, App. HP-C at 21-31,
(Table 4.20 (Generic Integration Issues); Table 421 (Field Length Variations Across Qwest Order Forms); and
Table 4.22 (Field Length Variations Between Qwest and LSOG)).

182 Qwest] Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para. 140. The record shows that Qwest’s legacy system required
deviations from the LSOGs for some fields, but these deviations were evaluated to ensure conformity with the
integration criteria. For example, Qwest states that “if there is a Qwest-specific field constraint on the order form
and that specific field is available in a pre-order transaction, that field is parsed in the pre-order transaction in such a
way that it can be readily used by the CLEC on the order. For example, if the billing name field in the OBF
guidelines is 50 characters long, but Qwest’s legacy systems limit the billing name to 30 characters, Qwest limited
the billing name to 30 characters in order to ensure that the information can be processed through its legacy systems
and provides documentation accordingly.” See id.
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of both parties. The closer each company conforms to the other, the easier it is for the CLEC and
ILEC that are exchanging data to build and maintain their respective internal application
systems.”'® Moreover, we have previously noted that for both reports, HP concluded that there
are not any issues that would prohibit a competitive LEC from integrating Qwest data with their
internal application system(s)."**

52.  We also reject WorldCom’s allegations that Qwest’s July 25 and July 26 Ex Parte
letters understate the pseudo-competitive LEC’s actual reject rates by reporting only the
percentage of fatal rejections, and not the percentage of both fatal and non-fatal rejections,”” and
that HP’s overall order reject rate as reported in the KPMG Final Report was over 30 percent.'®
WorldCom’s commentswould have merit if the commercial measurements that track rejection
rates made this distinction. However, PO-4, which measures Qwest rejection rates and was
established through a collaborative process with Qwest and its competitors, does not account for
non-fatal errors. Thus, contrary to WorldCom’s comments, HP’s rejection rate is accurately
reported. To the extent that WorldCom believes that the business rules should be changed so that
PO-4 counts non-fatal rejections, it should make its request at the state level. Moreover, HP
explains that these orders were not rejected due to integration problems. Inregard to
WorldCom’s comments about HP’s overall order rejection rate as reported in the KPMG report,
it is true that this rate is higher than the commercial average.”” However, KPMG’s report
includes rejected ordersthat were not necessarily linked to integration problems, but could have
been the result of test bed issues,'*® test case design issues, and interface design issues.'® HP also
states that LSR reject rates can vary by competitive LEC for numerous reasons, such as use of
documented ordering processes and training; experience of customer service representative or
turnover of service center staff; use of incumbent LEC or competitive LEC data entry
applications and the degree of integration of these applications; adherence to business processes
and rules; and validation of account and order information.' Thus, given the number of non-
integration related factorsthat account for the pseudo competitive LEC’s rejection rate, we do
not find that the results in this area signify that underlying integration problems exist.

163

See KMPG Final Report, App. HP-B (Hewlett-Packard’sPre-Order/Order Integration Field Comparison
Report, Analysis of Qwest IMA EDI Release 7.0)at 2; KPMG Final Report, App. HP-C (Hewlett-Packard’s Pre-
Order/Order Integration Field Comparison Report, Analysis of Qwest /A4 EDf Release 8.0)at 2.

See KFMG Final Report, Appendices HP-B (Hewlett-Packard’s Pre-Order/Order Integration Field
Comparison Report. Analysis of Owest IMA EDI Release 7.0)at 40, and HP-C (Hewlett-Packard’s Pre-Order/Order
Integration Field Comparison Report, Analysis of Qwest IMA £Df Release 8.0)at 39.
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WorldCom Qwest | Lichtenberg Reply Decl. at para. 19.

% 1d. at para. 20

167

See KPMG Final Report at 81 (Test 12-5-6)
'8 For an explanation of “test bed,” see KPMG Final Report at 10.

169

See HP August 15 Ex Parte Letter at 1-2.

0 gee id
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53.  Lastly, we reject AT&T and WorldCom’s comments that HP’s test confirms that
although it is possible for a competitive LEC to integrate, it would be unreasonably difficult.!™
HP subsequently clarified that due to clerical oversight, one of its statements was misstated, and
that its report should have stated that “integration would be challenging for an information
technology team not experienced in EDI development.”™” HP also explainsthat a high degree of
difficulty is endemicto EDI development, and it clarified that competitorsneed appropriate EDI
development experience in order to successfully integrate.”” We find nothing in HP’s statements
to suggest that integrating with Qwest’s system is any more difficult than other BOC regions or
that it otherwise presents a barrier to entry. Accordingly, consistent with the Department of
Justice’s finding, we accept HP’s conclusionsthat integration is possible,”* and we find that such
evidence is reliable and probative of competitors’ integration abilities.'™

54.  Other Alleged Deficiencies. We find insufficient evidence in the record to support
AT&T’s assertionsthat the failure to provide a field that identifies telephone numbers for a
customer’s account in the service and equipment section of the CSR is a competitive barrier.'™
On the contrary, Qwest’s application and the third-party test indicate that Qwest does, in fact,
return working telephone numbers parsed on the CSR.'” During its analysis of ED1 7.0, HP

" worldCom Qwest | Commentsat 8. WorldCom asserts that the following quote is taken from the HP Report:

“a CSR to LSR parsing would be a very challenging and complex undertaking for a CLEC with an Information
Technology team experienced in ED] development.” See id AT&T states that HP’s test confirms that competitors
would find it unreasonably difficult, if not impossible, to integrate. See AT&T Qwest | Comments at 39; AT&T
Qwest | Comments, Joint Declaration of John F. Finnegan, Timothy M. Connolly, and Mitchell H. Menezes (AT&T
Qwest | Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl.) at para. 123.

72| etter from Geoff May, Hewlen-Packard, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission,

Docket 02-148 (filed July 31,2002) (HP July 31 Ex Parte Letter) at 1 (emphasis provided). Hewlen-Packard
explains that “upon review of these paragraphs, HP has determined that an inadvertent typographical error occurred
in the final paragraph of Section 5.3 CSR to LSR Parsing Analysis (page 37 of LN-OSS8-11). This paragraph was
intended to be identical to the statementin the Executive Summary Section 1.3 CSR to LSR Parsing Analysis (page 9
of LN-OSS-11}, however, the word “nor” was omitted in error in the first sentence of the last paragraph on page 37
of LN-OSS-11.” See id.
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HP August 6 Ex Parte Letter, Exhibit C (Colorado £r Banc Hearing 6/10/02, Transcript Excerpt) at 19.

7% See Department of Justice Qwest | Evaluation at 15.

175

See BeliSouth Georgia/Louisiana Order, 17 FCC Red at 9083, para. 128

% AT&T Qwest | Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at para. 123, n.83. In its reply comments, AT&T argues

that Qwest’s failure to use the telephone number as the reference point for the service and equipment {(S&E) section
of the CSR prohibits competitors from integrating. AT&T contends that using the telephone number as the reference
point assists competitors in locating the necessary data and populating orders. Unlike the other BOCs, AT&T argues
that Qwest groups the S&E information based upon its USOC code, which is followed by a string of data. AT&T
asserts that this data does not necessarily contain the telephone number associated with the USOC. Consequently,
AT&T concludesthat competitors have to devote too much time and resources to searching for the correct telephone
number and line-based featuresto make using the parsed CSR worthwhile, especially for competitive LECs that
intend to offer mass-marketed local exchange service. See AT&T Qwest | Reply at 25-26.

U7 Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para. 139, and Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Decl., Exhibit LN-OSS-
5 (Developer Worksheets -- PreOrder) at 28.
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successfullymapped from a CSR such data asthe TN, PIC, LPIC, and USOC fields, and
automaticallypopulated these fieldsinto an LSR.'”™ Thus, the evidence shows that the format
and organization of Qwest’s CSR allows competitors to automatically populate LSRs. The
standard for integrationis not that a competitor must be able to integrate the system that it uses in
another BOC region with the applicant’s system; rather, only that competitors have accessto a
BOC’s OSS in substantiallythe same time and manner as the BOC provides to its retail
operations.” HP’s test results prove this ability, and, therefore, AT&T"s issue is not the result of
discriminatoryaction. Additionally,the record indicates that AT&T neither addressed this issue
before any state commission, nor did it request a CSR format change via the change management
process.

55.  We also reject commenters’ argumentsthat Qwest provides insufficient
documentationor specificationsabout how to integrate.”” This allegation is refuted by HP’s
explicit finding to the contrary, and by the integration materials that Qwest makes availableto
competitors. As described above, HP’s integration report expressly states that Qwest makes the
following documents available to competitors: £DI Implementation Guidelinesfor Interconnect
Mediated Access,”” and /M4 EDI Disclosure Document,'"? both of which are downloadable from
the web.'®

178

KPMG Final Report, App. HP-B (Hewlett-Packard's Pre-Order/Order Integration Field Comparison Report,
Analysis of Qwest IMA EDI Release 7.0) at 39, (Table 5.2 — PCG Pre-Order to Order Integration).

179

See App. K at paras. 34-35.

180 See AT&T Qwest] Finnegan/ConnollyMenezes Decl. at para. 124; WorldCom Qwest 111 Comments at 12-13

(arguingthat Qwest makes development of interfaces far too difficult). WorldCom also argues that there are
unresolved inconsistenciesbetween the Local Service Ordering Guide (LSOG) and the Developer Worksheets which
make it difficult for competing LECs to use EDI. See Letter from Lori Wright, WorldCom, to Marlene Dortch,
Secretary. Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (tiled Nov. 6,2002) at 9-10. For
example, WorldCom states that the Developer Worksheets are unclear on whether community names in the
customer’saddress should be spelled out or abbreviated. 1d. at 9. The record shows that WorldCom submitted a
change request (CR) on Sept. 30,2002 pursuant to Qwest’s change management process (CMP). See Letter from
Hance Haney, Executive Director -Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal
CommunicationsCommission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Nov. 22,2002) at 2-5 (Qwest Nov. 22e Ex Parte
Letter). WorldCom’s CR will be addressed at the next CMP meeting. Id. at 3. Additionally, we note that Qwest
convenesa documentation review board to review each change made to either the LSOG or the Developer
Worksheets to ensure that consistent changes are made to both documents. Id. at 2. Finally, we note Qwest has
responded to WorldCom’s request for clarification on community names, and Qwest plans to make a change to the
Developer Worksheets for IMA Release 12.0 that will more clearly specify when abbreviations should be used. Id.
at4.
'#1 " EDI Implementation Guidelinesfor Interconnect Mediated Access provides competitors with information
necessaryto implement EDI processing with Qwest, and defines both the implementation process and the technical
guidelinesrequired to achieve implementation. KPMG Final Report, App. HP-B {Hewlett-Packard's Pre-
Order/Order Integration Field Comparison Report, Analysis of gwest A4 EDf Release 7.0) at 4.

'8 The IMA EDI Disclosure Document defines EDI business model/processes; developer worksheets (business

rules for pre-order, order and post-order; and ED1 trading partner access information (data mapping examples,
(continued....)
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56.  Similarly, we find that the address verification inconsistenciesthat AT&T
complains exist inthe PREMIS and Customer Record Information System (CFUS) databases do
not rise to the level of checklist noncompliance.”” First, the record indicates that both Qwest’s
retail and wholesale customersare affected by the database inconsistencies.”™ The record shows
that Qwest’s process for migrating customers for both wholesale and retail requires that the
service request contain a valid PREMIS address or the service request will not be created. Any
other method of address validation, whether obtained through conversation with the customer or
through another source such as CRIS, may cause the LSR to be rejected.” The inconsistency
between the PREMIS and CRIS databases appears to be a common phenomenon in other BOC
regions,”” and the Commission has never required BOCs to eliminate the inconsistencies.
Although we recognize that “TN migration™** would address the problems resulting from the
inconsistency,the Commission has never imposed this requirement.” We note that Qwest first
(Continued from previous page)

enveloping and general guidelines). KFMG Final Report, App. HP-B (Hewlett-Packard’s Pre-Order/Order
Integration Field ComparisonReport, Analysis of Qwest IMA EDI Release 7.0)at 4.

'8 In addition, Qwest provides competitors with its technical publications, as well as its listing of USOCs and

FIDS, all of which are also available online at its website. Moreover, as noted above, Qwest has a team of
integration experts with whom competitors can speak as they develop integrated interfaces. KPMG Final Report,
App. HP-B (Hewieit-Packard s Pre-Order/Order Integration Field Comparison Report, Analysis of Qwest IMA EDI
Release 7.0)at 4.

184

See AT&T Qwest | Comments at 40; AT&T Qwest | Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at paras. 137-38;
AT&T Qwest T Reply at 27-28. AT&T explainsthat it has found it necessary to obtain address information for
migration orders by using the address validation tool found in Qwest’s GUI interface. AT&T Qwest | Comments at
28. AT&T statesthat using this approach causes double data entry because entries must he made to both the LSR
and its own back office systems. AT&T also asserts that the CRIS/PREMIS address “mismatch” problem is unique
to the Qwest region. See id.at 28, n. 56. Similarly, WorldCom argues that Qwest is the only BOC to require a pre-
order address query in order to keep an order from rejecting. WorldCom Qwest 11l Commentsat 6.

185
SeeLetter from Hance Haney, Executive Director — Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene H. Dortch,

Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket Nos. 02-148, 02-189 (filed Aug. 13, 2002), Attach. at
1 (Qwest August 13fEX Parte Letter).

186 Id

i87
See, e.g., SWBT Texas Order 15 FCC Red at 18431-32, paras. 157,n.427; at 18442-43, para. 177; at 18580

(App. B) at para. 15. We have stated that the mismatch between the PREMIS and CRIS databases is not a problem
related to parsing. Instead, it is an internal database problem. An internal database inconsistency is not fatal to an
applicant, for the inconsistency may affect the BOC's retail operations as well as its wholesale customers. See O at
18580 (App. B) at para. 15.

8 TN migration means that a carrier can place an order using only the customer’s telephone number.

'8 Nor, contrary to WerldCom’s suggestion, does the Commission find it appropriate to mandate migration by

telephone number. See WorldCom Qwest | Commentsat 5-6; WorldCom Qwest | Lichtenberg Decl. at paras. 13-18;
WorldCom Qwest | Lichtenberg Reply at paras. 5. WorldCom alleges that its high reject rate is being caused by
Qwest’s requirement that a customer’s address be provided on CSR queries. It explains that, although it recently
submitted a change request for Qwest to allow migration by name and telephone number, Qwest should have been
aware of its importance to competitive LECs, as it was discussed in both the SWBT Texas Order and the BeliSouth
Georgia/Louisiana Order. See WorldCom Qwest I Lichtenberg Decl. at para. 18.
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.

received a request to implement TN migration from WorldCom on June 13,2002."*° The
competitive LEC community must prioritize this change for inclusion in a future IMA release,
and it is likely that this agreed-upon change will be available with the IMA 12.0 Release
scheduled to be issued on April 7,2003."" We further note that Qwest’s reject rates are similar
to those approved in previous section 271 applications,”™ and we expect Qwest will commit
resourcesto prevent any problems until the permanent fix is implemented in April.

57. We also find that Qwest’s return of multiple CSRs in response to CSR inquiries
does not pose a barrier to competition.” IMA returns multiple CSRs when it encounters more
than one customer account in “live” status. This situation happens when a customer requests a
billing change, the final bill is still pending, and — consequently —the account remains in “live”
status until the final bill isissued.” Since this situation is limited to only those accounts that are
in between billing cycles, there are only limited chances of this problem occurring. For example,
during the months of June through September 2002, multiple CSRs were returned for 3.4 t0 5.2

150 Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para. 145,

21

l Id Seealso Letter from Hance Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulatory, Qwest, Executive Director-
Federal Regulatory, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, Docket Nos. 02-148 and
02-189 (filed Aug. 13,2002) (Qwest August 13aEx Parte Letter) at 2-3. Qwest explains that the change request,
SCR061302 (Migrate UNE-platform Customers by TN), was prioritized as number nineteen on the priority list for
IMA 12.0implementation. The following steps are required before this change can be implemented. First, Qwest
must define the business and functional specifications, and the specificationswill be completed on a per CR basis, in
priority order. During this phase, Qwest will discuss any CRs that have affinities (similarities in functions or
software components) with the competitive LECs. Qwest will also present any complexities, changes in CR size, or
other concerns that may arise during this phase. Also during this phase, competing LECs can modify or add new
CRs with a request that they be added to the list of release candidates. On November 21, 2002, Qwest began the
next phase in the process: presenting packaging options = the different combinations of proposed CRs. Due to
affinities in candidates, or resource constraints, some CRs may be not implemented by Qwest while new options will
completed. If more than one option is available, a vote will be taken. The option with the largest number of votes
will continue through the design phase of the development cycle. On December 19,2002, participants agreed to a
final list of the CRs, which include both SCR061302-01 (Migrate UNE-platform by TN) and SCR060702-01
(Migrating Customers Using the Conversion As Specified Activity Type). These change requests are scheduled for
inclusion in IMA 12.0, scheduled to be made available to competing LECs on April 7,2003. See Letter from Hance
Haney, Executive Director — Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed December 19,2002) at | (Qwest Dec. 19 Ex Parte |etter on CRs). In
August 2002, WorldCom escalated its request for both “migrate by TN™ and “migrate as specified,” but other
competitive LECs voted against this request. See WorldCom Qwest 11 Comments at 10; Qwest 111 Appl.,
Addendum, Tab 2, at 2. As Qwest requires these change requests to be approved unanimously, they were not
adopted after some competing LECs opposed the change. Qwest ITT Appl., Addendum, Tab 2, at 3. Although
WorldCom arguesthat Qwest forced this result (see WorldCom Qwest II1 Commentsat 10-113, we conclude that
Qwest followed the documented change management procedures.

%2 See discussion of reject rates in the Ordering section below.
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See WorldCom Qwest | Reply at 3; WorldCom Qwest | Lichtenberg Reply Decl. at paras. 8-10. WorldCom
states that this problem occurs in approximately 10% of the cases, and that its partner in the Qwest region, Z-Tel, has
had to develop the capacity to display multiple CSRs. Seeid.

194

See Qwest August 13aEx Porte Letter at 3
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percent of the CSR requests made via IMA EDI 8.0; 2.7 to 5.8 percent for IMA EDI 9.0; and O to
4.8 percent for IMA EDI 10.0." The results for IMA GUI 10.0show that 4.0to 4.4percent of
CSR requests produced multiple CSRs."™ The record also shows that when multiple CSRs are
returned, competitors can deduce from the returned CSR fields which CSR is the correct CSR.™’
Given the low incidence of the problem and the fact that competitors can work around it, we find
that competitive LECs that receive multiple CSRs in these limited circumstancesare nonetheless
able to submit a complete and accurate conversion LSR.

58.  Notwithstanding WorldCom’s assertions to the contrary, we do not find it
competitively significantthat Qwest requires carriersto include a customer’s existing services
and other pieces of information in order to process an order.'”® The record shows that in 1997
Qwest did not have these requirements, and allowed competitorsto submit service requests to
convert customers “as specified.” However, due to missing feature problems that consistently
developed after migration, Qwest, in response to requests from competing carriers, modified its
process to require a positive identification of the action to be taken for each existing feature.””
Given that competitors asked for the elimination of the process for which WorldCom now
requests re-implementation, we cannot find that WorldCom's issue is problematic for all
competitors in the Qwest region. Moreover, we are heartened by the evidence showingthat Z-
Tel recently submitted a change request allowing “as specified” conversions,” and that this
change is being implemented in two phases. First, effective August 15.2002. Qwest eliminated
the requirement that competitors must list the existing account’s unwanted features on its
LSRs.* The second phase, which is yet to be implemented, will eliminate the requirement that a

195

See Letter from Hance Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulatory, Qwest. to Marlene Dortch, Secretary,
Federal Communications Commission, Docket Nos. 02-314 (filed Nov. 15, 2002) (Qwest Nov. 15bEX Parte Letter)
Attach. A at 1.

196 1d

®7  See Letter from Hance Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulatory. Qwest. to Marlene Dortch, Secretary,

Federal Communications Commission, Docket Nos. 02-148 and 02-189 (filed Sept. 9. 2002} (Qwest Sept. 9¢ EX
Parte Letter) at 1. Qwest’s IMA User’s Guide provides that when a competitor receives multiple CSRs, a list of the
accounts is returned. For each account, the following fields are provided: listed name. account status: billing
telephone number; customer code; and several address fields {¢.g.., house number. strect name and city). /4. Using
this information, competitive LECs determine the correct CSR. Even if information docs nor produce the correct
CSR, the record showsthat competitive LECs can also review the full CSR for each account. /& A competing LEC
can use a variety of fields returned on the full CSR to resolve the multiple match (¢ g . the reselier ID to determine
account ownership or the billing tab to determine billing responsibility). Id

"% See WorldCom Qwest | Comments at 6; WorldCom Qwest | Reply at 3-4; WorldCom Lichtenberg Reply Decl.
at paras. 11-12. WorldCom asserts that these requirements do not exist in other BOC regions. WorldCom has listed
eight differences in the ordering practices in the Qwest region versus the other BOC regions. including the need to
submit both existing feature information as well as feature identifiers(FIDs}, which include such details about
features as the “forward to* number if the customer has call forwarding. WorldCom Qwest 1l Comments at 4.
199

See Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para. 146. Seeafso Qwest August |3d, 2002 Ex Parte Letter at
17.

200

See §d;Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl., Exhibit CLD-22 (Change Request SCR060702).
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competing LEC differentiate between featuresthat are being retained and featuresthat will be
added. As this phase requires system changes, the competitive LECs are in the process of

prioritizing this change, and it is anticipated that this agreed-upon change will be available with
the release of EDI 12.0,anticipated to be issued on April 7,2003.*

5.  We reject WorldCom'’s allegationthat Qwest takes too long to update CSR
information.?® The record indicates that Qwest updates the vast majority of CSRs within 3to 5
days, and that this interval is the same for both wholesale and retail accounts.” In addition,
contrary to WorldCom’s contention, the record also shows that a supplemental order can be
submitted without the CSR being first updated.”” Thus, given that parity exists, we conclude that
there is no evidence of discrimination.

60.  We also reject WorldCom’s arguments that separate directory listing inquiries
must be done only in the Qwest region and that only in the Qwest region does the competing
LEC need to access the CSR when submitting supplemental orders.**  Our requirement is that
the BOC provide nondiscriminatory access to unbundled network elements at rates, terms, and
conditions that are just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory, which is not necessarily identical in
every BOC region.®”

(iv) Access to Loop Qualification Information

61.  Based onthe evidence in the record, we find that Qwest provides competitive
LECs with accessto loop qualification information in a manner consistent with the requirements
of the UNE Remand Order.*® Specifically, we find that Qwest provides competitors with access

(Continued from previous page)
21 See Qwest Aug 13fEx Parte Letter at 2.

202

Id. For an explanationof how the change management process operates, seen. 191, below

208 worldCom Qwest | Lichtenherg Reply Decl. at para. 11

24 Quwest | Notarianni/Doherty Qwest | Reply Decl. at para. 147. See also Letter from Hance Haney, Executive
Director - Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene Dartch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC
Docket No. 02-314 (filed Nov. 22,2002) at 1 (Qwest Nov. 22a Ex Parte Letter).

5 I d

% WorldCom Qwest IH Comments at 6-8.

207

See App. K at para. 26
8 In the Matter of Implementation of the LLocal Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996,
15 FCC Red 3696 (1999) (UNE Remand Order). The Commission’srules require Qwest to provide competitorsall
available information in its databases or internal records, in the same time intervalsthat it is available to any Qwest
personnel, regardless of whether Qwest retail personnel have accessto such information. UNE Remand Order, 15
FCC Red at 3885-87, paras. 427-31.
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to all of the same detailed information about the loop that is available to itself and in
substantially the same timeframe as any of its own personnel could obtain it.**

62.  Currently, Qwest provides carriers with various methods to obtain loop make-up
information.?*® Qwest offerstwo primary loop qualificationtools™” through its EDI and GUI
interfaces -- Unbundled Loop Qualification Tool (LQT)*"* and the Raw Loop Data Tool
(RLDT).?® These tools provide loop qualification information based upon, but not limited to,
customer address or telephone numbers. The record shows that these tools provide the
underlying information only,** and once a competitor obtains loop make-up information, it can
apply its own DSL qualification algorithm to the underlying make-up information to make a
determination of loop suitability?” These tools provide information on more than 90 percent of
Qwest’sloops.?* In addition, Qwest states that it has implemented a manual process to permit

209
Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at9016-17, para. 54. See aiso App. K at para. 35.

210

See Qwest | Application at 115; Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at para. 109.

Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para. 41 and Exhibit LN-1 (Data Elements in Loop Qualification

Tools). Qwest also offers a third tool, the DSL for Resale tool. This tool “qualifies working loops by telephone
number or address so that a CLEC can determine whether resale of Qwest DSL is available. This tool accesses the
QCity/QServ database, which is the same loop qualification tool used by Qwest’s Retail representatives.” The tool
“provides the capacity for a CLEC to request automatic re-qualification of the telephone number that received a ‘No’
response on a periodic basis to determine if there has been a change in qualification status. If a loop becomes
available at a latter date, the CLEC is notified.” See Qwest | Notarianni/Deherty Decl. at para. 110.
™ The LQT “is used to determine if loops that meet the technical requirements defined for the ADSL-compatible
loop product are available. This tool returns two levels of data to the CLEC. First, the query returns a loop
qualificationtab, which provides loop status (whether facilities qualify or not, whether a constructionjob, a bona fide
request, or conditioning is required, and if the loop is too long), a loop qualification message that contains some loop
information (.., the telephone number or circuit; loop length; bridge tap length; the type of facility; the load type, if
any; and the insertion loss calculated at 196 kilchertz frequency with 135 ohm terminations), and finally the loop
product availability code to indicate which products are available. The second set of data provided is behind the
loop data tab. This information is based upon LSOG 5 guidelines, and it details 12 different data points and
descriptive values to assist the CLEC in qualifying loops. Some of the data points included are loop length, pair gain
presence, presence of bridged tap or load coils, loop composition and remote switching unit indicator.” See Qwest |
Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at para. 111.
23 The Raw Loop Data tool is able to provide “CLECs with the necessary loop make-up informationto allow
them to make a determination of whether a loop qualifies for the specific DSL service they wish to provide utilizing
Qwest’s two-wire or four-wire Non-Loaded Loop products. Thistool provides information about loop make-up
characteristics, including: address, telephone number or circuit ID, CLLI code, terminal ID, Load Coils, Bridged
Tap, Wire Gauge, and Cable and Pair make up. A CLEC may request loop make-up information for up to 24 loops
or telephone numbers per query.” See Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at para. 1 12. There are two types of
RLDT: aweb-based version and an IMA-based version. See Qwest I1I Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para. 17,
214

See Qwest | Applicationat 115.

215

See Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para. 41

218 See id. at para. 109,n. 133. See also Hance Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to

Marlene Donch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, Docket Nos. 02-148 and 02-189 (filed Aug. 13,
2002) (Qwest August 13d £x Porte Letter) at 8.
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competitive LECs to obtain loop make-up information within 48 hours in the event the
automated tools provide incomplete information.?'” Thus, competitors can request loop make-up
information either through Qwest’s mechanized tools, or request that Qwest perform a manual
search of its paper recordsto determine whether a loop is capable of supportingadvanced
technologies.™

63.  Qwest has shown that both its RLDT aswell as its Unbundled Loop Qualification
Tool use the same underlying database as Qwest retail.?"” Competing LECs, as well as Qwest
retail, access information on loop make-up from the Loop Qualification Database (LQDB) which
is generated from the informationthat resides in the Loop Facilities Assignment & Control
System (LFACS)?” The RLDT, using information from LFACS, returns loop qualification
information to competing LECs, including loop length, presence of bridged taps and load coils,
and whether there is a digital loop carrier all the way to the customer drop.?' Information on
loop length can be obtained from the LQDB in one of two ways: the “Makeup Information” field
or the “MLT Distance” field. The information in the “Makeup Information”field contains
information on loop length from engineering records.”” The information contained in the LQDB
Is refreshed each day for approximately 60 wire centers. Over a period of approximately one
month, all of Qwest wire centers are refreshed. As part of the refresh process, the MLT Distance

information in the RLDT is also refreshed.*® Qwest considers the information contained in the
“Makeup Information” field to be more accurate.™

64.  Commercial performance data indicate that Qwest is meeting its requirementsto
provide loop qualification information in a timely and accurate fashion. Qwest has met or
exceeded the pre-order response time benchmarks (< 20 seconds) in all nine states in the past

207

Qwest 1 Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at para. 117

28

See SWBT Kansas/Qklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6293-94, para. 122

219

See Qwest Nov. 7d Ex Parte Lener at App. A
20 1d. at Anach., 14.

2L 1d. at Anach., 4-5.
222 During 2001, Qwest added feeder and distribution loop make-up information to the LFACS database. This
information is returned by the RLDT under the “Makeup Description” field of the RLDT. Id. at 40-41

25 Qwest ITI Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at paras. 4042. Qwest uses the Mediacc*s Automated Loop Testing
(MALT) process to extract MLT distance. Id 37-42. MALT is an application that performs a mechanized MLT on
telephone numbers, but returns only limited information, including loop length in feet. When the MLT distance is
returned for the telephone number that was identified as the specific serving terminal during the MALT application,
it is applied to all loops in that serving terminal, adjusting the MLT distance based on a number of factors, such as
the wire-centerand the distance band, to account for inherent inaccuracies of MLT distance values. Id at para. 42.
LFACS refreshes the loop make-up information in LQDB by wire center on a rolling monthly basis. In other words,
some of the wire centers are updated in each nightly refresh run, with the entire set of wire centers completing within
a 30 day calendar period. Qwest Nov. 7d EX Parte Lener Anach. at 6-7.

124
Qwest 11T Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at 41
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*

four months for providing competitive LECs with access to Unbundled Loop Qualification
information, as well as making Qwest DSL for Resale available. KPMG also conducted a
“Loop Qualification Process Evaluation.” This test covered 11 separate evaluation criteria,?*’
and Qwest satisfied them all. Generally, the test found that Qwest’sretail and wholesale
processes were consistent for providing pre-order loop qualification information, assembling pre-
order responses, escalating problems, and providing thorough and capable management.”*

65.  We reject the arguments made by Covad and AT&T that Qwest’s processes for
providing loop make-up information violate our UNE Remand Order?” First, both commenters
generally state that the RLDT’s information is unreliable and inaccurate, and that competitors do
not have equal access to all of Qwest’s loop qualification information. Second, these
commentersraise issues surrounding MLT testing. Specifically,they ask for accessto

225

Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at paras. 118-129. Seealso PO-1A-7 (Pre-Order Resp. Times, Loop Qual

Tools, Avg Sec), requiring < 20 seconds between query and response for pre-order transactions relating to the loop
qualifications tools submitted via GUI ; PO-1B-7(Pre-Order Resp. Times, Loop Qual Tools, Avg Sec), requiring =
20 seconds between query and response for pre-order transactions relating to the loop qualifications tools submitted
via EDI; PO-1A-8 (Pre-Order Resp. Times, Resale of Gwest DSL Qual, Avg Sec.}, requiring < 20 seconds between
query and response for pre-order transactions relating to Resale of Qwest DSL submitted via GUI; and PO-IB-8
(Pre-Order Resp. Times, Resale of Qwest DSL Qual, Avg Sec.}, requiring < 20 seconds between query and response
for pre-order transactions relating to Resale of Qwest DSL submitted via EDI.

226

KPMG Final Report at 120. KPMG described the evaluation as “a review of the Digital Subscriber Line
(DSL) loop qualification processes and procedures developed and employed by Qwest to support both retail and
wholesale customers. Operational analysis techniques were used to determine if parity exists in the design,
implementation,and use of Qwest’s loop qualification process. Additionally, the Loop Qualification Evaluation
assessed remedial options available for both the retail and wholesale processes.”” id. (featnote omitted) Duringthis
evaluation, KPMG did not place substantial reliance upon information provided by competitive LECs. See Letter
from Peter Rohrbach, Attorney for Qwest, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission,
WC Docket Nos. 62-148 (filed Aug. 27,2002) (Qwest August 27e Ex Parte Letter).

227 The 1) evaluation criteria were: 1) End-user information that is required prior to the submission of a loop

qualification is the same for wholesale and retail orders (Test 12.7-1-1}; 2) Loop qualification query process is
consistent for retail and wholesale customers (Test 12.7-1-2); 3) Processes and procedures are defined for addressing
errors regarding loop qualifications in the retail and wholesale environments (Test 12.7-1-3);4) Qwest’s internal
process flow used for loop qualification is consistent for retail and wholesale customers (Test 12.7-1-4); 5) Qwest
contact information is readily available for retail and wholesale customers (Test 12.7-1-5); 6) The customer receives
confirmation of the completion of a loop qualification, or can access the status of loop qualifications (Test 12.7-1-6);
7) Systemsand processes are in place to allow wholesale and retail loop qualification queries to be performed using
the customer address (Test 12.7-1-7); 8) Loop qualification response types that are provided are consistent between
retail and wholesale customers (Test 12.7-1-8}; 9) The escalation process for loop qualifications is consistent for
retail and wholesale customers (Test 12.7-1-9); 10} The capacity management process for loop qualification is
consistent for retail and wholesale customers (Test 12.7-1-10); and 11) Loop qualification performance measurement
processes are consistent for retail and wholesale operations (Test 12.7-1-11). See KPMG Final Report at 126-132.

228
KPMG Final Report at 125-132 (Test 12.7) (Loop Qualification Process Evaluation).

229

See generally AT&T Qwest I Commentsat 39-40; AT&T Qwest 111 Comments at 50-57; AT&T Qwest |
Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at paras. 125-129; Covad Qwest | Comments at 13-22; Covad Qwest i1
Comments at 5-21.
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mechanized loop testing (MLT) at the pre-order stage to correct alleged deficiencies in the
RLDT. Further, commentersargue that the fact that Qwest conducts mechanized loop testing
(MLT) at the provisioning stage indicates that critical information about the characteristics of
these loops is being withheld from competing LECs.*® Third, commenters maintain that Qwest
has not discharged its duty to act in absolute truth and candor before this Commission because it
diminished the visibility of MLT at the provisioning stage during regulators’ visits. We address
these objections in turn.

66.  Reliability and Accuracy of the RLDT’s Loop Qualification Information. Covad
states that it tested the accuracy of the RLDT in Colorado and found a number of failures.”’
Moreover, Covad arguesthat the RLDT produces “false positive” and “false negative”
responses.” Covad also states that the RLDT retumns varying degrees of information depending
on the type of validation method used,” and that it receives inconsistent information about loops
where pair gain is on the line. AT&T statesthat the RLDT does not contain information on loop
conditioningand spare facilities that are not connected to the Qwest switch.? Similarly, Covad
states that Qwest regularly skipped updating loop qualification information for the databases that
supply the RLDT and other wholesale loop qualification tools.**

67. Inaddition, AT&T argues that Qwest is using its LFACS database and all other
information sourceswithout allowing competitors to do the same.” It also contends that Qwest
does not share informationthat its engineers possess concerning the availability of spare facilities
not connected to the Qwest switch.?’ In a similar vein, Covad states that Qwest is not sharing
informationthat it generated when it conducted a region-wide, bulk manual loop test.** It also
maintains that Qwest’s manual, “Employee Training of LFAC Updates,” states that outside plant
workers may provide new “outside plant” information to either Qwest retail or to the database,
implying that Qwest is bending the rules by not mandating that all new information go to the

220 AT&T Qwest Il Commentsat 53-57; Covad Qwest 11T Comments at 1S-21. WorldCom Nov. 6 Ex Porte

Letter at 13.

231
See Covad Qwest | Commentsat 19-20.

232 | d

B |d. at21.

234
ATE&T Qwest | Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at para. 127; AT&T Qwest | Reply at 28.

235
See Covad Qwest | Commentsat 18.

236

See AT&T Qwest I Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at para. 128 & n.89

#7 |d. at paras. 127-128

28 See Covad Qwest | Commentsat 19; Letter from Praveen Goyal, Senior Counsel for Government and

Regulatory Affairs, Covad CommunicationsCompany, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, WCB Docket No. 02-148 at 2-3 (filed July 23,2002) (Covad July 23 Ex Porte Letter).
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database.” Covad also maintains that Qwest has another, entirely separate, process for updating
loop make-up information that apparently is provided only for, and to provision, Qwest retail
orders.” Covad argues that the technicians dispatched to either provision or repair Qwest retail
DSL loops send their form to the Load Resource and Allocation Center (LRAC) which has no
responsibility for updating LFACS.**

68.  We reject these claims for the following reasons. As an initial matter, KPMG
testing found that Qwest provided loop qualification information in a nondiscriminatory
manner.”? Specifically, the record expressly shows that both retail and wholesale personnel
obtain information from the LFACS database,** and we find no evidence that Qwest has denied
competitors' accessto the information in LFACS." * KPMG investigated the databasesto which

% See Covad Qwest] Comments at 18-19; Covad Qwest | Replyat | 1.

0 Covad Qwest 111 Reply at 9-11. Additionally, Covad argues that evidence in the Minnesota hearings showed
that: (1) Qwest reminded its retail employees that loop qualification information might be inaccurate and that
additional steps are required to confirm whether the loop can support xDSL; and (2) unlike competing LECs, Qwest
employees can access information that will determine whether loops are incorrectly statused in LFACS. See Letter
from Praveen Goval, Covad, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No.
02-314 (filed Nov. 21,2002) at 2-3 (Covad Nov. 21 Ex Parte Letter). The Minnesota hearings showed that Qwest
employsan 1 I-step process in order to identify alternate facilities to provision loop requests for both retail and
wholesale orders for any loop order that is not automatically assigned through LFACS. See Letter from Hance
Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Dec. 6,2002) at 3-5 (Qwest Dec. 6 EX Parre Letter on loop qualification
issues). Qwest does not conduct a MLT & part of this ! | -step process. Id at 4. For these loops that do not flow
through the LFACS database, Qwest uses a manual process conducted by the Loop Provisioning Center (LPC). /4.
Status updates that are generated by this process are incorporated into LFACS. Id. Additionally, the record shows
that if the QCity tool used by Qwest retail DSL representatives shows that the customer does not qualify for Qwest
retail DSL, the Qwest retail representative will request a manual investigation of the loop using exactly the same
manual process available to competing LECs. Id. at 3-6.

' 1d. at 9-10.
2 According to its Final Report, KPMG examined the DSL loop qualification processes and procedures
developed and employed by Qwest to support both retail and wholesale customers, and found no evidence of
discrimination. Specifically, it examined the following methods that wholesale customers can use to obtain loop
qualificationinformation: IMA tools (Qwest DSL Qualification Tool; ADSL Unbundled Loop Qualification Tool;
and the RLDT); Website tools; telephone inquiry; and email or fax. It found non-discriminatoryaccess to all these
tools. See KPMG Final Report at {22 (Test 12.7) (Loop Qualification Process Evaluation). Moreover, a
comparison of Figure 12.7-1 (Qwest Retail Loop Qualification Query Process) to Figures 12.7-2 (Wholesale Loop
Qualification System Process) and 12.7-3 (Unbundled ADSL Loop Qualification Process) illustrates that both retail
and wholesale customers have access to the same informationsources. See id. at 121, 123-24.

2

* See Letter from Hance Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary,
Federal Communications Commission, Docket Nos. 02-148 and 02-189 (filed Sept. 6,2002) (Qwest September 6 Ex
Parte Letter)at 1.

“# Additionally, Covad argues that KPMG did not evaluate Qwest's procedures for providing all loop
qualification information. See Covad Qwest ] Comments at 14-15; Covad July 23 Ex Parte Letter at 2; Covad Qwest
| Reply at 8. However, Covad's comments appear misplaced. For example, KPMG found that the loop qualification
process is consistent for retail and wholesale customers. See KPMG Final Report at 127 (Test 12.7-1-2) (Loop
(continued.. ..}
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competitors had access, and reported that they have accessto LFACS and all other sources of
loop make-up information in the same manner as Qwest retail representatives.** Although this
access is not “direct,” we have never required that BOCs allow direct interaction with LFACS >
Indeed, we do not find it reasonable to require each competitive LEC, placing ordersin multiple
jurisdictions, to learn the back office ordering system used by each BOC, which is what “direct
access” would require?” We also note that evidence in the record indicates that AT&T
unsuccessfullyraised these same issues in the Colorado section 271 proceeding and the Multi-
State proceeding**

69. To the extent the RLDT does contain inaccurate or incomplete information, the
Commission has previously held that any inaccuraciesor omissions in a BOC’s database are not
discriminatoryto the extent they are provided in the exact same form to both retail and wholesale
customers.?® Moreover, the Commission has declined to require incumbent LECs to catalogue,
inventory, and make available to competitors loop qualification information through automated
0SS even when it has no such information available to itself?

70.  Moreover, RLDT is not the only source of loop qualification information
availableto competitors. To the extent that competitors believe that information is inaccurate or
not complete, Qwest will perform a manual search of its back office records, systems and
databases.”” For these reasons, we cannot find that the RLDT’s alleged unreliability denies
competitorsa meaningful opportunityto compete. Although Covad and AT&T state that it is

(Continued frem previous page)
Qualification Query Process is Consistent for Retail and Wholesale Customers). KPMG found that wholesale
customers can determine whether a loop qualifies for DSL service by e-mailing or faxing an inquiry, and that during
its evaluation, it observed that wholesale representatives used various loop qualificationtools, including additional
process documentation. See KPMG Final Report at 127. See also Qwest August 13a Ex Parte Letter at 8.

245

See KPMG Final Reportat 124 (Test 12.7) (Loop Qualification Process Evaluation).

Competing LECs do not directly access LFACS; instead, they access RLDT which contains information from
LFACS. Similarly, Qwest retail representatives use QCity/QServ to access the information in LFACS.

247

See Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para. 55.

% Id atpara. 56.
249

See Verizon Massachusetis Order, 16 FCC Red at 9024, para. 66.

30 YNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3886, para. 429

21 Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para.70. As stated above, in addition to the automated loop

qualificationtools available to competing LECs, Qwest also provides competing LECs a mechanism to request a
manual look-up of loop make-up data should the competing LEC find that the response the tools return is incomplete
or inconsistent, or if the competing LEC questions the accuracy of the informationreturned. See Letter from R.
Hance Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal
CommunicationsCommission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Nov. 7,2002) (Qwest Nov. 7 £x Parte Letter) Attach.
at 12 (citing SGAT § 9.2.2.8.6). To date, Qwest has only received five manual look-up requests (from one

competing LEC) since Qwest implemented this manual process in June 2002. Qwest Nov. 7d £x Parte Letter
Attach. at 3.
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premature to concludethat Qwest will adequately process manual requests for loop
information,”? they do not present any evidence to undermine Qwest’s claims surrounding its
manual loop qualification process. We do not find that speculationabout Qwest’s ability to
perform in the future warrants a finding of checklist noncompliance today.

71.  Covad additionally asserts that it should be allowed to audit Qwest’s loop
qualification information to ensure parity of access and information in the future.*® Specifically,
Covad statesthat it should be allowed to ascertain what loop information is accessible to any
Qwest employee, not just Qwest retail representatives, and that the audit right should extend to
Qwvest’s paper records, including engineering records, back office systems and databases.” We
note that Qwest already permits audits of its loop qualification databases in its SGAT, should a
competing LEC feel the need to validate that the information being returned by the tools is
comparable to the information available to Qwest.* Notably, Qwest has not received any such
audit requests to date.*® Given that the record indicatesthat Qwest’s current automated and
manual processes are adequate for providing access to loop qualification information in its
possession, we see no need to consider expanding competitors’ audit rights in the manner Covad
suggests.

72.  We also are not persuaded that Qwest is failing to disclose engineering
information about spare facilities, given that AT&T provides no supporting evidence for its
conclusory statements. Similarly, we are not persuaded that language in an employee manual
giving outside plant workers the option of providing new loop information to either retail
representatives or to the database demonstratesthat Qwest is providing more information about
its loops to its retail representatives. We also disagree with Covad’s assertionthat Qwest has
failed to share information from the region-wide MLT. Notably, the North Dakota Commission
conducted an investigation into this issue, and concluded that Qwest made the results of the test
available to competitors.*” Therefore, we conclude that there is no credible evidence to supporta
finding that Qwest is denying competitors’ parity of access to its loop qualification information.

73.  Lastly, we reject Covad’s claims that competitors have to wait until the LFACS
database is updated, up to 30 days after the voice is turned on, to pre-qualify a new Qwest voice
customer that wants Covad data services.” The record shows that Qwest provides competitors
the ability to pre-qualify a data customer as soon as the voice service is turned up for the

252

See AT&T Qwest 1 Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at para. 129.

253
See Covad Qwest | Comments at 16-22; Covad July 23 Ex Parte Letter at 3; Covad Qwest 111 Reply at 22-26.

See Covad Qwest | Commentsat 18.
% See Qwest Nov. 7d Ex Parte Letter at Attach., 12. (citing SGAT §§ 9.2.2.8 and 18)
256 Id

257
See North Dakota Commission Qwest | Comments, Section 271 Consultative Report at 131

8 See Covad Qwest 1 Comments at 19-20.
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customer.”™ Although in the past it may have taken longer, Qwest implemented a capability in
August 2001 to permit competitorsto access loop qualification information as soon as a
customer’s voice service was activated.”® Specifically, this capability provides that each time
LQDB receives a query for loop make-up information or qualification, it sendsa query to LFACS
to determine if there has been a change to LFACS for the queried telephone number or address.*
During the third-party test, KFMG observed Qwest’s use of this capability **

74.  lIssues Surrounding A4L7. The record shows that Qwest uses MLT in two ways:
First, using the MALT process described above, Qwest populates the MLT loop length field in
the RLDT.** This information is refreshed periodically.” Loop length information is necessary
for competitorsto determine whether the loop is capable of supporting the advanced services
they wish to offer and is available from the RLDT. Second, Qwest uses MLT during the
provisioning process (as well as maintenance and repair) to ensure that the intended loop is in
working order.” During the provisioning process, the information received from MLT is used to
guarantee the quality of the loop, not to determine whether the high-frequency portion of the loop
is capable of supporting the advanced services that competitors want to provide.** The

5%

See Letter from Yaron Dori, Attorney for Qwest, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, Docket Nos. 02-148 and 02-189 (filed Aug. 16,2002) (Qwest August 16¢ Ex Parte Letter) at 6-8.

Qwest added this functionality with the 8.0 IMA Release in August 2001. Id. at 6-7.

%' 1d A change to LFACS can occur when new service has been installed or existing service has been moved or

changed. If a change has occurred and there is new or changed data in LFACS, the new or changed data in LFACS
is populated in LQDB and provided in the response. The *‘recent changes” check assures that newly installed service
will be immediately added to LQDB. Id até-7.

%2 In sections2.1.2and 2.1.30f the Test 12.7 Final Report, KPMG reported that “the LQDB . . . is updated with
revised LFACS data on a nightly basis. [The LFACS and LQDB) databases are synchronized each month. As part
of the loop qualification query process, the LQDB also queries a ‘recentchanges’ field in the LFACS database. If
this query indicatesthat the LFACS information has been updated, the new LFACS information is populated into the
LQDB, and is used as the basis for the loop qualification query.” See KPMG Final Report at 121-22.

3 Seen.223 above

264

Qwest 1M Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para. 42

5 Qwest Nov. 7d Ex Parte Letter, Attach. at 1-8, A MLT returns information regarding whether certain faults

exist on a line, which should be resolved by submission of a repair ticket. Faults such as tip and ring imbalance,
ground conditions, foreign voltages, and open conditions may also be resolved through the repair process. See
Qwest Dec. 6 Ex Porte Letter at 9-10.

-

Id at 3-4. This information is cut and pasted in the circuit notes section of the Work Force Administrator
(WFA). Qwest ITI Reply, Reply Declarations Book 1, Tab 5, Declaration of Mary Pat Chesier at paras. 6-8 (Qwest
111 Chesier Reply Decl.). Qwest has, and will continueto, put into place measures to ensure that access to WFA is
limited to those Qwest personnel who perform or support provisioning and repair functions. Letter from Hance
Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Nov. 22,2002) at 1-2 (Qwest Nov. 22f £x Parre Letter). The limited
amount of information pasted into WFA is not loop qualification information and Qwest has never used it for loop

qualificationpurposes. Id. Qwest retains this information only to keep a record of the loop conversion transaction.
Id.
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information provided by MLT that is required to qualify a loop for DSL service {e.g., whether the
line is capable of supporting ADSL or whether there is a digital loop carrier (DLC) all the way to
the customer drop) is already provided in the RLDT >’

75.  Commenters raise a host of issues related to Qwest’s use of MLT. First, they
allege that Qwest should be required to provide pre-order access to MLT so that competing LECs
can verify that the loop can support the service that they intend to provide. Second, commenters
contend that Qwest is violating the UNE Remand Order because Qwest is not providing
competing LECs with nondiscriminatory access to the same detailed information about the loop
that is availableto the BOC through the MLT. Third, accordingto certain parties, the fact that
Qwest does not share information about the MLT results with competing LECs is a violation of
the UNE Remand Order because the information provided by MLT is more accurate than the
informationprovided by Qwest in its databases. Finally, these commenters maintain that Qwest
should be required to provide “post-order/pre-delivery” MLTs to competing LECs so that
competitors can verify that the loop provided by Qwest is capable of supportingthe advanced
services they wish to offer over it. We address these arguments below.

76.  We disagree with AT&T and Covad that they should be allowed to perform a pre-
order MLT to verify that the loop can support the services that they intend to provide.*® The
Commission has never required pre-order accessto MLT, and we decline to do so here, as
several of Qwest’s state commissionshave also declined to do.?** Specifically, the Commission
has recognized that “MLT information is merely a small subsetof. . .information . .. . [and that]
the inability of competitors to access this subset of information on a pre-order basis is not fatal to

267 Qwest Nov. 7d Ex Parte Letter at 4

See AT&T Qwest 1Commentsat 40, AT&T QwestI Finnegan/Connelly/Menezes Decl. at paras. 130-132:
Covad Qwest | Commentsat 22-25; Covad July 23 Ex Parte Letter at 3; Covad Qwest 1 Reply at 12-14. Both
commenters state that a MLT would allow competitors to verify the presence of digital loop carriers. Covad also
argues that MLT will provide information regarding loop characteristics in the outside plant, such as “loop length,
grounds, opens, foreign voltage™ which would be helpful to Covad in determining whether a particular loop is
capable ofsupporting xIDSL service at the time it is ordered. See Covad Qwest I1I Reply at 18-19.

269
We note competing LECs efforts to expand pre-order MLT access in many other venues. See North Dakota

Qwest | Comments, Section 271 Consultative Report, at 13 1. AT&T requested that the North Dakota Commission
require Qwest to perform a pre-order MLT. That agency declined, agreeing with the facilitator who examined the
issue, concluding that “Qwest has not performed MLT for itself, except in one, broad scale program, the results of
which are made available to C{ompeting] LECs,” and observing that “Qwest has reason to discourage such testing
because it disrupts service when it takes place.” Id. North Dakota agreed with the conclusion that “Qwest’s
approach to making loop qualification infomation available to competing LECs does not require allowing MLT in
order to provide Clompeting] LECs nondiscriminatory treatment and a meaningful opportunity to compete,” and
that Qwest should not be required to make the test available unless it begins to use it for itself or affiliates. Id. See
also Colorado Commission Qwest I Reply at 22. The Colorado Commissionexplains that Qwest ran a MLT on its
copper loops, provided the resulting data into its RLDT, and a Colorado hearing examiner determined that Qwest
was not required to do more. Colorado states that Covad raised the issue of providing a MLT again, and the

Commission determined that a pre-order MLT is not required, and that Qwest does not provide one for its own retail
services. Id.
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[aBOC’s section271] application.” Further, Qwest itself does not perform MLT at the pre-
order stage?” The fact that Qwest performs MLT testing on wholesale orders at the provisioning
stage, in order to ensure that a loop is in working order before turning it over, does not mean that
Qwest should be required to perform a MLT on every loop at the pre-ordering stage and provide
such information to competing LECs. Accordingly, we do not find that Qwest’s failure to
provide a pre-order MLT warrants a finding of checklist non-compliance.

77.  Second,we reject AT&T and Covad’s argument that the fact that competing LECs
do not have access to the information from MLTs run during the provisioning process means that
Qwest is in violation of the UNE Remand Order.”  Qwest performs the MLT when provisioning
loops as a diagnostic test to determine the functionality of the loop to ensure Qwest is turning
over a quality circuit to competing LECs.?” Although the MLT reveals information concerning
the loop, we disagree with commentersthat this information is “loop qualification information”
as the Commission has defined it. Specifically, pursuant to the ZZ¥£ Remand Order, incumbent
LECs are obligated to provide competitorswith information concerning whether “the loop is
capable of supportingthe advanced services equipment the requesting carrier intends to
install.””* ~ Accordingly, loop qualification information is information concerning whether the
loop can be used to provide advanced services. This is separate and distinct from information
that may indicate whether a particular loop is in working order or needs to be repaired. The
record indicatesthat the loop information produced by the MLT identified by Covad and

™ Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9023-24, para. 65

7 See.e.g, Letter from David Lawson, AT&T, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Dec. 6,2002) at 2 {AT&T Dec. 6 EX Parie Letter): Letter from Praveen
Goyal, Covad, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission. WC Docket No. 02-314
(tiled Nov. 21, 2002) at 1-4 (Covad Nov. 2| EX Parte Letter).

™ AT&T Dec. 6 Ex Parte Letter at 2: Covad Nov. 4 Ex Parte Letter at 2-3; Covad Nov. 2| EX Parte Letter at 1-4.
As stated above, Qwest uses MLT before provisioning any analog loop convening from Quest dial tone to a
competing LEC unbundled loop for both basic and coordinated installations. Qwest Nov. 7 Ex Parte Letter at 15.

ood. at 2.
UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red 3885 at para. 427 (emphasis added)

For example, the incumbent LEC must provide to requesting carriers the
following: (1) the composition of the loop material, including. but not limited to.
fiber optics, copper; (2) the existence, location and type of any electronic or
other equipment on the loop, includingbut not limited to, digital loop carrier or
other remote concentration devices, feeder/distribution interfaces. bridge taps.
load coils, pair-gain devices, disturbers in the same or adjacent binder groups;
(3) the loop length, including the length and location of each type of
transmission media; (4) the wire gauge(s) ofthe loop; and (5) the electrical
parameters of the loop, which may derermine the suitability of the foop for
various technologies.

Id. (emphasisadded). See also 47 C.F.R. §5 1.5 (Pre-orderingand Ordering)
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AT&T™ is not “loop qualification” information as the Commission has defined it nor is it
necessary for loop qualification. To the extent Qwest obtains loop characteristicsfrom its MLT
at the provisioning stagethat is, in fact, loop qualification information, we find that such
information, such as loop length or DLC, is already available to competitors through RLDT.

78.  Third, we disagree with AT&T and Covad that Qwest has access to superior loop
qualification informationbecause it has access to the results of the MLT done at the provisioning
or repair stage.*” To the contrary, the record reveals that, through the RLDT, competitors have
access to more accurate loop qualification information than what is derived through the MLT.
According to Qwest, 93.7 percent of loops in the RLDT have actual loop lengths from
engineering records, whereas the MLT derives only estimated loop lengths.”™ Moreover, retail

275
See,e.g., Letter from Michael Hunseder, Counsel for AT&T, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal

Communications Cemmissian, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Nov. 7, 2002), Attached Suppl. Decl. of Kenneth
Wilson at para. 17{AT&T Nov. 7 EX Parte Letter); Covad Nov. 4 Ex Parte Letter at 3-4; see also Qwest Nov. 7 Ex
Parte Letter at 3-4.

26 QwestNov. 7d Ex Parte Letter, Attach. at 34. We note that Qwest’s MLT capabilities are not as advanced as

those of other BOCs. All other BOCs are using LC 2.0 which allows for possible DSL-specific testing (load coils,
bridged taps, wideband noise) if new generation test equipment is also installed. In contrast, Qwest is using MLT
LoopCare LC1.0. Seeid.at3. Accordingly, Qwest is not able to derive as accurate and detailed loop information
as other BOCs. For example, although Qwest’s MLT indicates that a digital loop carrier’s equipment is present, it
does not provide equipment details. In contrast, the RLDT provides information about the presence, location, type
of digital loop carrier on the loop, aswell as information about the presence of pair gain. See Qwest Nov. 7d Ex
Parte Letter, Attach. at 1-7.

rend

See,e.g., AT&T Nov. 7 Ex Parte Letter, Wilson Suppl. Decl. at paras. 18-19. AT&T and Covad allege that a
MLT will show actual and current characteristics for the loop as of the date of the test, and that this information is
more accurate than the information provided by Qwest through its RLDT. AT&T Nov. 7 Ex Parte Letter, Wilson
Supp. Decl. at para. 17;Covad Nov. 4 Ex Parte Letter at 3; Covad Nov. 21 Ex Parte Letter at 3.. Specifically,
commenters allege that MLT can provide data regarding loop qualification information like bridge taps, presence of
DLC, or pair gain. AT&T Nov. 7 Ex Parte Letter, Wilson Decl. at para. 17; Covad Nov. 4 Ex Parte Letter at 3;
Covad Nov. 21 Ex Parte Letter at 3. Based on the record before us, we disagree. As noted, the record shows that
Qwest’s MLT capabilities are not as advanced as those of other BOCs and does not provide information on load
coils, bridged taps or wideband noise. Qwest Nov. 7d Ex Parte Letter at 3. Seealson.276 above. As far as the
presence of DLC is concerned, we note that Qwest’s “Pair Gain Type” field of the RLDT will indicate if DLC is
present on the line, and if so, will identify the type of DLC for each segment of the loop. Qwest Nov. 7d Ex Parte
Letter at 5. This information is more accurate and easierto use than the MLT results of whether there isa DLC all
the way to the customer drop, which requires technical interpretation of the MLT result. /d. Given that Qwest’s
MLT does not provide additional information that would be useful for loop qualification, we conclude that Qwest
has adequately demonstrated that it meets the requirements of the L¥E Remand Order. The record shows that the
“Makeup Field” in the RI.DT contains current information, asthe information is updated in a variety of different
ways. See Qwest Dec. 6 EX Parte Letter at 11-12. Additionally. AT&T contends that since the information obtained
from provisioning MLTs is retained by Qwest, the UNE Remand Order requires that the information be shared with
competingLECs. AT&T Dec. 6 Ex Parte Letter at 4. Given our conclusion that this information is not necessary
for loop qualification purposes, it is inconsequential that this information is retained by Qwest in its back office
systems.

278

Qwest Nov. 15f £x Parte Letter at 2. We note that the information in the RLDT comes from information in the

LQDB.
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employees*“use the QServ tool that informs them if Qwest DSL is available at a specific address
or telephone number, [and this tool provides] far less information than is provided to competing
LECs through the loop qualification tools as competing LECs receive specific detailed
information on loop makeup and length of the loop.”*™ We also disagree that Qwest does not
provide all loop qualification information in its possession to competitors. As discussed above,
we find that the information necessary for competing LECs to determine whether a loop is
capable of supportingthe advanced services the competing LEC wishes to offer over the loop are
already contained in the RLDT.* For example, although Qwest also uses MLT on a regular
basis as part of the MALT process, all loop length information derived from this process is
inserted into LFACS and is made available to competitors in a nondiscriminatory manner.* In
addition, Qwest shows that of the loops in the RLDT, less than 5 percent of those that are capable
of having MLT-generated loop length information are missing this information.**

79.  Finally, we reject Covad’s argumentthat the Commission should order Qwest to
provide competing LECs with access to “pre-delivery” MLTs after Covad has ordered the loop,
but before it has accepted the loop, to assure quality of the toop.” The Commission has no such
requirement, and we do not impose one here. Covad argues that Qwest should perform MLTs on
line-shared loops prior to loop delivery to ensure that a loop that is capable of line-shared ADSL

279 Id.
M Seeparas. 63-72 above. Seealso n.277 above. Using its own parameters for the type of DSL service it wishes
to offer, a competing LEC can use the data returned through the RLDT to determine if the requested loop meets the
technical parameters of the DSL service the competing LEC wishes to offer. See Qwest Nov. 7d Ex Parte Letter at
8.

281

See Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para. 46.

282 Qwest Nov. 15fEx Porte Letter at 2. The record shows that 68.3% of loops in the RLDT currently contain

MLT-generated loop length information. Id Roughly 30 percent of loops are incapable of having MLT-generated
loop lengths because they are connected to pair gain, are unbundled loops, are spare loops, or are in wire centers that
do not have MLT capabilities. Id. Although Qwest does not update the RLDT (through updates to the LQDB) with
the provisioning MLT-generated loop length information, Qwest states that the individually MLT-generated loop
length information is not significantly different from the loop length information generated usingthe MALT process.
Id at 6.

283
Covad argues that the information returned from an MLT would be useful to Covad at the post-order/pre-

delivery stage. See Covad Qwest 111 Reply at21-22. Similarly, AT&T argues that once Qwest runs the MLT test,
that information must be made available to competing LECs. AT&T Dec. 6 Ex Parte Letter at 3. AT&T argues that
such information about the capabilities of the loop gives Qwest an advantage, for example, in winback situations
where Qwest is competing with the competing LEC currently serving a customer to obtain the customer’s business.
Id. As discussed above, however, we find that the information obtained by the provisioning MLT is not loop
qualification information. Even if the information was loop qualification information, the record shows that Qwest
retail personnel do not have access to this information. See Qwest Nov. 22f Ex Porte at 1-2. Qwest has presented
sworn testimony that Qwest retail personnel use QCity/QServ to determine whether a loop is capable of supporting
Qwest’s DSL offering, and use the same manual look-up process available to competing LECs when information on
a particular loop is not returned by QCity/QServ. See Qwest Dec. 6 EX Parte Letter at 5-7. Therefore, it isnot
credible that this information gives Qwest a competitive advantage over competing LECs.

49



Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-332

service is being turned over to competing LECs.*® Although Qwest does not perform MLTSs as
part of the provisioning process for line-shared loops, it has several processes in place to ensure
that the high-frequencyportion of the loop is operational before turning it over.”® In any event,
Covad israising issues related to loop quality rather than loop qualification.® Qwest is required
to provide line-shared loops that do not contain ground faults or other problems that would
prevent line a from being used for advanced services, and we decline to dictate their business
practices or to how they accomplish this. Significantly, we note Qwest’s satisfactory commercial
performance on provisioning quality of line-shared loops.™ We also note that Qwest’s line-
sharing provisioning quality is an element of the PAP for the nine application states. Qwest will
be subject to penalties if the quality of loops they provide for line-sharing deteriorates.*®

80.  Allegations of Luck of Candor. Finally, we are not persuaded by allegationsthat
Qwest’s actions during visits to its wholesale provisioning facility by Commission staff warrant
denial of these section 271 applications. AT&T has provided a declaration from a former Qwest
service representative that alleges Qwest misled the Commission, particularly during a visit by
Commission staff to Qwest’s Omaha wholesale provisioning facility, about Qwest’s use of the
MLT in the hot cut process. The declarant, Edward Stemple, alleges that “Qwest supervisors
instructed the service representatives who were to be observed by the FCC to perform the cutover
process without performing MLTs,” even though “my co-workers and | were instructed to runan
MLT for each line” in the normal course.” The Stemple declaration also includes as an
attachment an e-mail message from “the head of [the Omaha facility]” to Qwest employees
working there that states that “we made an effort to diminish the visibility to MLT during these
visits for the sole purpose of protecting access to our legacy systems.””

284

Covad Qwest ITI Reply at 21.

%5 See Qwest Nov. 15f Ex Parte Letter at 3-4. Additionally, Qwest notes that MLT results during line shared loop
provisioning will provide negligible information. /4. at 4. Faults identified through a MLT performed during the
provisioning process would most likely have caused degradation to the voice frequencs and have generated a trouble
report fram the end user customer prior to the line shared loop being provisioned. /& Funhermore, Qwest performs
quality assurance testing on two aspects of line shared loops during testing. First. central effice wiring is tested to
assure a viable data path exists between the physical demarcation with the competing LEC and the loop. Id. This
test today is performed using an LSVT test set. /d. Qwest also checks that there are no load coils on the line prior to
provisioning line-shared loops. Id. As an additional step to assure line shared loops are properly provisioned,
beginning in the first Quarter of 2003, Qwest will provide router testing for requesting competing LECs. Id.

#6  Seepara. 14above.
%7 See Provisioning section below, addressing OP-3 and OP-4. See also OP-5 (New Service Installation Quality)
for line sharing.

8  gee Public Interest Section, below
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AT&T Qwest 111 Comments Tab A, Declaration of Edward F. Stemple at para. ¢ (AT&T Qwest 111 Stemple
Decl.).
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81.  Commenters argue that Qwest’s attempts to hide MLT testing from regulators, as
well as Qwest’s use of MLT in the provisioning process, indicatesthe Commission cannot be
confident that Qwest provides competitorswith access to all of the loop makeup information
accessible by any Qwest personnel in Qwest’s back office systems.®" We disagree. As discussed
above, we find that Qwest satisfiesthe UNE Remand requirement for access to loop
qualification.

82. In addition, commenters raise the issue of Qwest’s candor on the issue of MLT in
this proceeding.®™ Commentersallege that Qwest appears to have - at the very least —
“diminish{ed] the visibility” of a particular step in its Omaha routine to protect the position
Qwest has taken before state and federal regulators.** Moreover, the Department of Justice
expresses concern that Qwest soughtto limit the information available to regulatory decision-
makers and recommendsthat the Commissionassure itself that it has full and accurate
information with regard to this allegation.?™

83.  We find that the evidence presented by AT&T’s declarant, even if true, does not
directly contradict any statements made by Qwest in this proceeding’s record. Qwest readily
acknowledges that it performsthe MLT as a part of its loop provisioning process.* Mr.
Stemple’s allegations about Qwest’s use of the MLT concern neither the appropriatenessof using
the MLT at the pre-ordering stage, which is an issue raised by Covad, nor whether the
information gathered and used in the provisioning-stage MLT is in fact loop qualification
information, as alleged by AT&T. Mr. Sternple’sallegations, while of potential concern, do not
implicate issues that are significantin the record, nor do they have a bearing on our finding of
Qwest’s compliance with this checklist item. Based on the record before us, we have sufficient
information pertaining to Qwest’s use of the MLT that enables us to find that Qwest’s loop
qualificationprocesses are nondiscriminatory. We take very seriously allegationsthat a carrier

AT&T Qwest 111 Commentsat 51-58; Covad Qwest 111 Reply at 5-14; see also Letter from Praveen Goyal,
Covad, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC DocketNo. 02-314 at 2-4 (filed
Nov. 4,2002) (Covad Nov. 4 Ex Parte Letter).

92
’ See, e.g., Department of Justice Qwest 111 Evaluation at 4-5; AT&T Qwest I1I Commentsat 3-5; Covad Qwest
I Reply at 3-4; TouchAmerica Qwest 111 Reply at 4-7; AT&T Nov. 7 Ex Parte Letter at 2-3.

293

AT&T Qwest 11T Stemple Decl., Attach. 1. The Qwest e-mail message from Mary Pat Chesier attached to
AT&T’s Stemple declaration also includes the following statement:

CLECs have specificallyasked for accessto MLT. We believe this is a part of our legacy system
we want to keep proprietary. As a result we don’t want to bring attention to it in front of the FCC
asthey may have a tendency to respond to CLEC requests in a manner which may be unfavorable
to s.

Id.
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Department of Justice Qwest 11 Evaluation at 4-5.
295

Letter fram R. Steven Davis, Qwest, to Marlene Dortch, Federal CommunicationsCommission, WC Docket
No. 02-314 at 5 (filed Cct. 21,2002) (Qwest Oct. 21 Ex Parte Letter).
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has willfully and intentionally taken stepsto limit regulators’ access to relevant information.
Accordingly, we have examined particularly closely Qwest’s use of the ML T process. Although
we find that Qwest meets the statutory standard, we caution carriers against withholding
informationand will not hesitate to take action against carriers that do so.

C Ordering

84.  Inthis section, we address Qwest’s ability to provide competing carriers with
accessto the OSS functions necessary for placing wholesale and resale orders. We find that
Qwest demonstrates, based on the evidence in the record, that it provides nondiscriminatory
accessto its ordering systems.” Specifically, we conclude that Qwest shows that its system is
able to process manually handled orders accurately.

85.  We disagree with commenters’ allegationsthat Qwest relies too heavily on
manual processing.” The Commission has looked to order flow-throughas a potential indicator
of a wide range of problemsthat underlie a determination of whether a BOC provides
nondiscriminatory access to its OSS. Although flow-through levels may be a useful diagnostic
tool, even when these levels are not high, this is not necessarily fatal to a BOC’s application. A
BOC may still demonstrate compliance with checklist item 2 if other evidence showsthat there is
nondiscriminatory accessto OSS.** In the following discussion, we address the OSS ordering
issues that the Commission previously has found relevant and probative for analyzing a BOC’s
ability to provide accessto its ordering functions in a nondiscriminatory manner: a BOC’s ability
to return timely status notices such as firm order confirmation, reject, jeopardy, and service order
completion notices, to process manually handled orders accurately, and to scale its system.**

86.  Asan initial matter, we disagree with Eschelon‘s contention that Qwest
improperly included the performance of UNE-Star orders with UNE-platform ordersin its

See Colorado Commission Qwest | Comments at 2-3 (maintainingthat the ROC OSS test demonstrates that
Qwest’s OSS meets the competitive checklist criteria after reviewing areas in which Qwest fell short o fa passing
grade); Idaho Qwest 1 Commission Comments at 6 (recognizing that while some areas still need improvement, the
overall record demonstratesthat competing LECs have nondiscriminatory access to Qwest’s OSS); lowa Board
Comments at 32; Montana Commission Qwest II Commentsat 19-22;Nebraska Qwest | Commission Comments at
8; North Dakota Qwest | Commission Comments at 203; Utah Commission Qwest Il Comments at 5; Wyoming
Commission Qwest It Commentsat 6; Washington Commission Qwest if Commentsat 12-14.

See AT&T Qwest | Comments at 40-42; Covad Qwest | Comments at 39-41; Eschelon Qwest | Comments at 6;
Eschelon Qwest IT1 Commentsat 20-27; WorldCom Qwest I Commentsat 10-12; WorldCom Qwest | Reply at 3-4;
WorldCom Qwest | Reply, Lichtenberg Decl. at paras. 11-12, 18. WorldCom Qwest III Comments at 4-6;
WorldCom Qwest 111 Comments, Lichtenberg Decl. at para. 10. See @iso Department of Justice Qwest 111
Evaluation at 5-6. Eschelon also contends that errors are created in the flow-throughservice order process. See
Eschelon Qwest i1 Comments at 31-34.
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See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4035, para. 162.
299

See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4035, para. 163: SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18443-
44, para. 179, BellSouth Georgia/Louisiana Order, 17 FCC Red at 9092, para. 143.
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performance metrics.* Eschelon contends that UNE-Star orders should be categorized as resale
products in the performance metrics because, accordingto Eschelon, they are ordered,
provisioned, and billed through the existing resale precesses.*” Contrary to Eschelon's
contention, we note that UNE-Star has characteristics of both resale and UNE-platform orders.**
The process of migrating customers from Qwest retail to resale is not substantially different from
the process of migrating customers from Qwest retail to UNE-platform, as well** Indeed, the
categorization of UNE-Star orders was apparently confusing to Qwest itself?  Qwest originally
classified UNE-Star as resale orders, but notified competing LECs in the Summary of Notes
published with Qwest's October 2001 commercial performance results that it would re-categorize
UNE-Star orders as WE-platform orders in November 2001 (and retroactively to January
2001).* Competing LECs, including Eschelon, have thus been on notice for almost a year that
Qwest reports its UNE-Star performance in the UNE-platform category. Moreover, Eschelon
provides no evidence that Qwest's performance varies between resale and UNE-platform orders.
In fact, an examination of Qwest's performance data shows that there are no significant
performance disparities between UNE-platform performance as filed and after excluding UNE-
Star orders.”* In the absence of evidence that significant performance disparities exist between
resale and UNE-platform orders, or that Qwest has violated the agreed-upon performance
reporting process, we find that the categorization of UNE-Star orders as UNE-platform orders
does not warrant a finding of checklist noncompliance.

Letter from Karen Clauson, Senior Director of Interconnection. Eschelon Telecom, to Marlene H. Dortch,
Secretary, Federal CommunicationsCommission, WC Docket Nos. 02-148, 02-189, at 12 (tiled Sept. 4,2002)
(Eschelon Sept. 4 Ex Parte Letter). UNE-Star is a product, unique to Qwest, that combines elements of resale orders
and UNE-platform orders. Parties have also referred to UNE-Star as UNE-E or UNE-Eschelon or UNE-McLeod or
UNE-M. These products have been purchased by Eschelon and McLeod, although they are available to other
carriers as well. See also Eschelon Qwest IIlI Commentsat 44-47.

301 Eschelon Qwest 111 Comments at 44-47. Additionally, we are troubled by the allegations of this offeringas an

unfiled agreement, and we note that, to the extent any past discrimination existed, affected entities may initiate
enforcement action through state commission enforcement processes or this Commission in the context of a section
208 complaint proceeding. SeePublic Interest Section, Unfiled Agreements below.

See Letter from Hance Haney, Executive Director — Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene H. Dortch,
Secretary, Federal CommunicationsCommission, WC Docket Nos. 32-148, 02-189 (filed Sept. 9,2002) at 1 (Qwest
Sept. 94 Ex Parte Letter).

3
” Id. Qwest explainsthat the processes use the same LSR forms, with all the same fields being populated. Id.

304 Qwest 111Reply, App. A, Tab 15, Reply Declaration of Michael G. Williams at para. 48{Qwest 1II Williams
Reply Decl.).

5 Qwest 111 Reply at 52-53; Qwest 11 Williams Reply Decl. at paras. 47-48

306
See Qwest IT1 Appl. at Tab 1 (Breakout of UNE-P Star Performance Data: Tab 15) (citing confidential version)

(showing the difference between performance results for UNE-platform orders including and excluding UNE-Star
orders for OP-3 (Installation Commitments Met), OP-4 (Install Intervals, Avg Days), OP-5 (New Installation
Quality), and MR-8 (Trouble Rate) for resale and UNE-platform orders).
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(i) Order Confirmation and Reject Notices

87.  We concludethat Qwest provides competing carriers with order confirmation and
reject notices in a timely and nondiscriminatory manner?” Specifically, we find that Qwest has
demonstrated that it provides mechanically processed firm order confirmations (FOCs) and reject
notices in a timely manner?” Qwest has also demonstrated that it provides timely FOC and
reject notices for those ordersthat are electronically submitted but require manual processing.”
Moreover, Qwest processes manually-submitted orders in a timely manner?”

88.  Given Qwest’s strong commercial performance on FOC timeliness, we reject
Covad’s arguments that Qwest does not send reliable and accurate FOCs.*’ Covad questions
Qwest’s ability to return accurate and timely FOC notices based on the Liberty audit, which
showed that two-thirds of Covad’s orders were omitted from the denominator of the FOC
timeliness metric.’" Liberty concluded, however, that the exclusions for Qwest’s FOC timeliness
metric, including the exclusion of Covad’s orders, were consistent with the description ofthis

See lowa Board Qwest | Reply at 9 (stating that issues raised by AT&T on order status notices will be reviewed
at the six-month review). The KPMG Final Test shows that overall 99% of orders either received a FOC or error
response notice (in the form of a reject notice or non-fatal error notice). The breakdown by type of order shows a
similar pattern, with at least 98% of each order type receiving eithera FOC or error notice. See KPMG Final Test
Table 12-15at 118. We reject argumentsfrom AT&T that the reject timeliness metric (PO-3) is flawed because it
does not include orders that are held for lack of facilities for 30 days and then rejected. See AT&T Qwest | Reply at
43. We find that concernsraised by AT&T about the specifics of a performance measure are more appropriately
addressed by the state commissions. We expect that the state commissions will scrutinize the increasing levels of
held orders, such as line-sharing orders in Colorado and Washington.

See PO-5A (Firm Order ConfirmationsOn Time — Fully Electronic LSRs) with a standard of 95% of FOCs
returned within 20 minutes; PO-3A-2 (LSR Rejection Notice Interval = LSRs Submitted Via IMA-GUI and Auto-
Rejected); and PO-3B-2 (LSR Rejection Notice Interval = LSRs Received Via ED! and Auto-Rejected) with
standards of < 18 seconds. See also Qwest | Williams Decl. at paras. 117-123; Qwest I Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at
paras. 206-250; Department of Justice Qwest | Evaluation at 18;and KPMG Final Report at 83—90.

See PO-5B (Firm Order Confirmations On Time — Electronic/Manual LSRs) with a standard of 90% of FOCs
returned within 24 hours, 48 hours or 72 hours, depending on product type; PO-3A-1 (LSR Rejection Notice Interval
- LSRs Submitted Via IMA-GUI and Rejected Manually); and PO-3B-1 (LSR Rejection Notice Interval = LSRs
Submitted Via EDY and Rejected Manually) with a standard of < 12 business hours. Qwest has consistently met the
standards set for these metrics for all nine application states.

3 See PO-5C (Firm Order Confirmations On Time — Manual) with a standard of 90% of FOCs returned within

48, 72, or 96 hours, depending on product type; and PO-3C (LSR Rejection Notice Interval — LSRs Received Via
Facsimile) with a standard of < 24 work week clock hours (work week clock hours are 24 hours per day Monday
through Friday). See Letter from R. Hance Haney, Executive Director-Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene H.
Dortch, Secretary, Federal CommunicationsCommission, WC Docket Nos. 02-148.02-189, (filed Aug. 13,2002) at
1 (Qwest Aug. 13d £x Parte Letter).

mn

Covad Qwest | Comments at 43-44 (stating that the Liberty audit showed that two-thirds of Covad’s orders
were omitted from the denominator of PO-5); see also Covad Qwest | Reply at 19.

312
Covad Qwest | Commentsat 43; Covad Qwest | Reply at 19.
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performance metric (i.e., business rules).*** Without more specific evidence that Qwest is
inappropriately excluding Covad orders from this measure, we find that Qwest’s performance on
FOC timeliness satisfies the requirement of the checklist.

89.  Wealso reject allegations that Qwest’s overall reject rates indicate systemic OSS
problems.** The Commission has previously found that high reject rates are not necessarily such
an indication.)” We note that Qwest’s reject rates are within the range the Commissionhas
previously found to be acceptable.’'® Notably, the Department of Justice points out that reject
rates in the BellSouth Georgia/Louisiana Order were similarto those in the Qwest region?”’

I Liberty Audit at 38 (stating conclusions regarding PO-5 data reconciliation).

i

See AT&T Qwest | Commentsat 9, AT&T Qwest | Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at 149 (stating that

Qwest’s system rejects nearly one-half of all competing LEC orders and that the high rejection rates inflicta
substantial burden because service is delayed and resubmission of orders is costly); WorldCom Qwest | Comments at
10; WorldCom Qwest | Reply at 5; WorldCom QwestI Lichtenberg Reply at para. 2 (indicating that WorldCom’s
reject rates for its “Neighborhood products” offered through its partner Z-Tel are 11.4% in the SWBT region and
14.1% in the BellSouth region for the same time period, while its reject rate in the Qwest system is over 30%);
Eschelon Qwest1 Commentsat 4 (arguing that it now receives automatic reject messages when migrating customers
under IMA release 10.0that it did not have receive with an earlier IMA release). Qwest tracks informationon reject
rates, although there is no performance benchmark for these metrics. Qwest’s commercial performance for June to
September shows that an average of 31% of LSRs submitted over the GUI and an average of 22% of LSRs submitted
over EDI were automatically rejected. See PO-4A-2 (LSRs received via GUI and auto-rejected) and PO-4B-2 (LSRs
received via EDI and auto-rejected). For manual rejects, Qwest’s commercial data show that from lune to
September, an average of 3% of LSRs submitted over the GUI and 5% of LSRs submitted over EDI were manually
rejected, See PO-4A-1 (LSRsreceived via GUI and manually rejected) and PO-4B-1 (LSRsreceived via EDI and
manually rejected). The third-party test also showed similar reject rates, with 20 to 25 percent of LSRs submitted
through the GUI rejected, and 32 to 40 percent of LSRs submitted through EDI rejected, depending upon the service
order processor (SOP) into which the LSR flowed. See KPMG Final Report Table 12-16at 119. There are three
SOPs correspondingto the three predecessor BOC companies that now make up Qwest: Qwest’s Western Region
covering Washington and Oregon, correspondingto Pacific Northwest Bell; the Central Region covering Arizona,
Colorado, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming, corresponding to Mountain Bell; and the Eastern
Region covering lowa, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota, corresponding to Northwestern Bell.
Although KPMG found that the SOPs differ, it noted that Qwest has standardized most of its processes across these
three regions. See Qwest1 Appl. Notarianni/Doherty Decl. at paras. 34-36. Of those reject notices received by
KPMG, 16% of the EDI reject notices were manual rejects and 84% were auto-rejects: 34% of the GUI reject notices
were manual rejects and 66% were auto-rejects. See KPMG Final Report Table 12-12at 112. Because these reject
rates are designed to monitor the error rate of competing LEC submissions, the rate includes rejects due to competing
LEC error. Additionally, we find that Qwest has shown that the reject notice problem raised by Eschelon regarding
new reject notices associated with IMA release 10.0was corrected on July 19, 2002. See Eschelon Qwest ]
Comments at 4-6. Qwest states that it distributed a notification to all wholesale customers on July 10,2002,
informing competing LECs that the problem had been corrected. See Qwest ] Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at
para. 149.

315

See. e.g., Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4044-45, para. 175; BellSouth Georgia/Louisiana
Order, 17 FCC Red at 9091, para. 142.

Bell Atlantic reported UNE average reject rates between 27 and 34% during the relevant months of its New
York section 271 application. See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4044, para. 175, n.552,
7 See Departmentof Justice Qwest | Evaluationat 15, n.61. We reject WorldCom’s allegations that the
Department of Justice was erroneously stating that reject rates in the BellSouth Georgia/Louisiana Order were
(continued....)
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Furthermore, Qwest has shown that reject rates vary by competing LEC.*"* Because the record
demonstrates that a number of competing LECs experience low reject rates, we conclude that it is
inappropriateto attribute the wide range of reject rates entirely to Qwest.*”” Although we do not
rely on it, we note that Qwest has said that it is likely that TN migration, as well as a simplified
version of “migration as specified” that does not require competing LECs to list the customer’s
current features, will be available with the IMA 12.0release in April 2003.3* We believe, as we
have observed in other orders, that these changes should reduce the reject rates experienced by
competing LECs.**

90. Finally, we disagree with WorldCom's assertionthat there was no third-party
evaluation of Qwest’s ability to identify multiple errorson an LSR.** The record shows that the
issue of identifyingand testing multiple errors was addressed as part of the VVendor Technical
Conference held on May 15, 2002.>* At that conference, HP confirmed that its test showed that
returned error messages reflected all errors included on the LSR.* In the absence of any
commercial evidence that Qwest does not return all error messages, we find that Qwest has
shown that it is providing reject messages with all errors.

(Continued from previous page)
similarto reject rates in the Qwest region for the instant application. WorldCom argues that reject rates for UNE-
platform orders that are electronically submitted but fall out for manual handling are much higher in the Qwest
region than in Georgia/Louisiana. See WorldCom Qwest I Lichtenberg Reply at para. 17. We have not required the
reject rates for a particular product type to be identical across BOC regions. See Bell Atiantic New York Order, 15
FCC Rcd 4044, para. 175, n.552.

318

Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at paras. 100-109.

33 Qwest has submitted manual and automatic reject rates for competing LECs with the highest volume of orders

in the nine application states submitting orders through both GUI and EDI. Those rates show a wide range,
demonstratingthat competing LECs with the highest volumes are able to submit orders with automatic reject rates as
low as 0% and 1% and manual reject rates as low as 9% and 13%, for orders submitted via GUI and EDI
respectively. See Letter from Hance Haney, Qwest, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Dec¢. 5,2002) at Attach (Qwest Dec. 5a Ex Parte Letter) (citing
confidential version). Qwest does not track reject rates by the type of service ordered however, we note that many
of Qwest’s markets have few competitors, making it difficult to make meaningful comparisons within the different
services being ordered.

320
See discussion above on TN migration and migration as specified. WorldCom contends that its high reject rate

is being caused by the current lack of TN migration and “migration as specified. See, e.g., WorldCom Qwest
Lichtenberg Decl. at para. 18.

%21 See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18443, para. 178. See also Qwest HI Reply at 35.

%22 WorldCom Qwest | Comments at 15; WorldCom Qwest | Lichtenberg Decl. at para. 56.

3 Qwest | Replyat 38.

324

1d. (citing to a transcript of ROC OSS 271 Vendor Technical Conference #3 at 153-154).
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(i)  Jeopardy notices

91.  We find that Qwest has shown that it sends timely and accuratejeopardy notices.
Qwest measures the timeliness and accuracy of its jeopardy notices through two metrics: (1) the
percent of late orders for which ajeopardy notice was actually sent, and (2) how far in advance of
the due date a jeopardy notice was sent, regardless of whether the due date was actually missed.**

92.  Withregard to the first measure, the record showsthat Qwest provides timely
jeopardy notices for non-designed services, Link Interface Shelf (L1S) trunks, and UNE-platform
POTS orders.>® The record shows, however, that Qwest has failed to provide timely jeopardy
notices for unbundled loops.”” We find that Qwest’s performance on unbundled loop jeopardy
notices is not competitively significant because the volume of orders for unbundled loops for
which Qwest actually missed the due date is very low, compared to the total volume of
unbundled loop orders.*® Given that Qwest’s jeopardy performance problem affects so small a
percentage of orders, we do not find that the performance disparity with respect to timely
jeopardy notices for loops is an indication of a systemic problem with Qwest’s OSS.** We also
take into consideration that jeopardy notice metrics are included in Qwest‘s Performance
Assurance Plan (PAP), which we discuss below.* If this situation deteriorates, we will not
hesitate to take appropriate enforcementaction pursuant to section 271(d)(6).”'

325

See descriptions of PO-9 (Timely Jeopardy Notices) and PG-8 (Jeopardy Notice Interval) in ROC 271
Working PID Version 5.0 at 19-20.

326

See PO-9A (Timely Jeopardy Notices —Non-Designed Services); PO-9C (Timely Jeopardy Notices — LIS
Trunks); and PO-9D (Timely Jeopardy Notices — UNE-platform POTS).

See PO-9B (Timely Jeopardy Notices — Unbundled Loops) which shows the four-month average from June to
September for competing LECs as 15%, 3%, 16%, 40%. 41%, 45%, 33%. 23%, and 50% versus Qwest performance
of 22%, 28%, 30%. 36%, 24%, 36%, 35%, 16%, and 20% in Colorado, Idaho. lowa, Montana, Nebraska, North
Dakota, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming, respectively. See also Colorado Commission Qwest | Comments, App. A
at 65, ldaho Qwest | Commissionat 8 (acknowledgingthat Qwest’s performance is not at parity for this issue); lowa
Qwest | Board Reply at 9 (stating that issues raised by AT&T on order status notices will be reviewed in the six-
month review). Both the Colorado and the Idaho Commissions noted that Qwest was not meeting parity for jeopardy
notices and that they expect Qwest to continue to work to improve its performance in this area. Both commissions
note jeopardy notice performance metrics are in the PAP. See Colorado Commission Qwest1 Comments at 37;
Idaho Qwest I Commission Commentsat 8.

Qwest I Williams Decl. at para. 135; Letter from Hance Haney, Qwest, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal
Communications Commission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Dec. 3,2002) at Attach. (Qwest Dec. 3d EX Parte
Letter).

T We also note that in June 2002 Qwest installed an enhanced notification process in order to provide automated

jeopardy notices for non-design, unbundled loops, and UNE-platform orders. See Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Reply
Decl. at para. 131. We note that performance in August and September shows an improvement from the previous
months. See PO-9B (Timely Jeopardy Notices, UBLs and LNP) for the nine application states.
330

See below Section V1.E. (Public Interest —Assurance of Future Compliance).

B 47 U.S.C. § 271{d)(6)
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93.  Although Qwest’s performance under the second measure, jeopardy notice
interval, shows performance disparities in Colorado and lowa, we find that these performance
disparities do not indicate discriminatoryaccess to jeopardy notices for competing LECs.*?
Specifically, Qwest has provided jeopardy notices closer to the due date for non-designed
services in Colorado, and unbundled loops in lowa than for analogous retail services.*** \We note,
however, that the number ofjeopardy notices sent in both Colorado and lowa is low relative to
average volume of competing LEC orders for non-designed services or unbundled loop orders
processed by Qwest in those states.”  Given the small number of orders affected by these
performance disparities, we conclude that these performance disparities do not warrant a finding
of checklist noncompliance.

A.  Wedisagree with WorldCom that our conclusion is undermined by commenters’
referencesto third-party test results concerning Qwest’s ability to provide jeopardy notices for
resale and UNE-platform.” The KPMG test yielded inconclusive or negative results since only a
small number of jeopardy notices was sentto KPMG.** The number of jeopardy notices sent to
KPMG was small due to the fact that Qwest met 99 percent of its resale and UNE-platform due
date commitmentsduring the test.**” Therefore, we reject commenters’ arguments that the
jeopardy notice interval and jeopardy timeliness metrics discussed above do not capture Qwest’s
true performance because KPMG issued “fail”” or “unable to determine” decisions for these
metrics.”*

95.  Jeopardy and reject notices after FOC. \We reject contentions that the fact that
Qwest sometimes sendsjeopardy notices (or reject notices) after a FOC for incomplete or
missing LSR information is an indication of underlying OSS problems.**® Commenters claim

]

See PO-8 (Jeopardy Notice Interval). This metric measures the average number of days lapsed between the
date the customer is first notified of an orderjeopardy event and the original due date of the order. It includesall
orders that received jeopardy notices (with some exclusions), unlike PO-9 discussed above, which only tracks
jeopardy notices in which the original due date was missed. See ROC 271 Working PID Version 5.0 at 19-20.

333

See PO-8A (Jeopardy Notice Interval - Non-Designed Services) for Colorado reporting 3.14, 3.85,2.43, and
1.73 days for competing LECs versus 6.08, 5.7, 5.99, and 5.68 for Qwest retail service for June through September
and PO-8B (Jeopardy Notice Interval—UBL and LNPs) in Iowa, showing3.91,2.78, 3.67, and 5.1 Idays for
competing LECs versus 5.54, 5.26, 5.44, and 5.91 days for Qwest retail service for June through September.

334 see Letter from Hance Haney, Qwest, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission,

WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Dec. 4,2002) at Attach. (Qwest Dec. 4c Ex Parte Letter). We note that PO-9 tracks
only timely jeopardy notices for missed due dates caused by Qwest. See exclusions under PO-9 Timely Jeopardy
Notices, ROC 271 Working PID Version 5.0 at 20.

135
WorldCom Qwest | Comments at 14

336
KPMG Final Report Table V-2 at 690-692.

337
Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para. 132.

%8 1d.;see also KPMG Final Repon Table V-2 at 690-692.

339

AT&T Qwest | Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at paras. 183-187; WorldCom Qwest 1 Commentsat 13;
WorldCom Qwest I Reply at 9; WorldCom Qwest | Lichtenberg Reply Decl. at para. 51; WorldCom Nov. 6 Ex Parte
(continued....)
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that jeopardy notices are supposed to inform a competing LEC that the date for completing the
order has changed from what the BOC originally promised on the FOC.** Qwest explains that it
adopted the current process in response to competing LEC requests.”™ Under the current process,
Qwest sends ajeopardy notice instead of a reject notice after a FOC.** The competing LEC then
has the opportunity to supplement the order, thus avoiding the significant delay which would
occur if the competing LEC had to resubmit the order. Given that Qwest modified its processes
to accommodate competing carriersand Qwest's modification appears to benefit competing
carriers, we are not persuaded by these two commenters' claims.

96.  Other FOC Issues. We are also not persuaded by Covad's allegationsthat Qwest
sends erroneous and unreliable FOCs.**  Specifically, Covad statesthat on numerous orders,
afterreceiving an initial FOC with a committed due date, Qwest sends Covad a second FOC with
a new committed due date.** The record shows that for some of the unbundled loop products
that Covad orders, Qwest sends —at Covad's request — asecond FOC with a new due date to
Covad when Qwest finds that facilities are unavailable.** The record further shows that for line-
sharing products, multiple FOCs are often returned if, during the conditioning evaluation, Qwest
determines that bridge taps and load coils need to be removed, since there is a fifteen-day
standard interval for removing bridge taps and load coils.™* If Qwest can complete the work
early, the competing LEC receives an additional FOC with an improved due date.*’ In light of

(Continued from previous page)
Letter at 11. In addition, AT&T argues that Qwest frequently assigns due dates requested by competing LECs
without checking its systems to determine whether facilities are available on those dates. AT&T Comments at 43.
The due date issue raised by AT&T is addressed below at para.113. The record shows that some of these jeopardy
notices are due to competing LEC errors, such as duplicate L.SRs being sent very close together. Some of the
jeopardy notices were sent in error to competing LECs who were legitimately using an older version of IMA which
had different ordering rules than the updated version. The record shows that Qwest has since clarified with its
customer care personnel that competing LECs can use ordering guidelines with older versions of IMA. See Qwest !
Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at paras. 127-129and Letter from R. Hance Haney. Executive Director-Federal
Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket Nos.02-
148, 02-189, (filed Aug. 15,2002) at 1 (Qwest Aug. 15bEx Parée Letter).

340

WorldCom Qwest | Commentsat 13
341

Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para. 127.

o d.

3 Covad Qwest | Comments at 28.

344
Id. Covad states that Qwest does not have the incentive to provide accurate due dates since the metric that

tracks due date changes is not included in the PAP.
345

Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para. 121.
46 14, atparas. 120-125.

347 Id
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»

these explanations, we do not conclude that multiple FOCs sent by Qwest is an indication of
discriminatory access to OSS.**

(iii)  Service Order Completion Notices

97.  Based on the evidence in the record, we find that Qwest is providing timely and
accurate service order completionnotices (SOCs).*** We reject commenters® argumentsthat we
should find checklist non-compliance because Qwest has issued SOCs prior to the actual
completion of line-sharingand UNE-platformorders.*® For line-sharing orders, the record
shows that Qwest has identified the problem, and has taken the necessary steps to control and
correctit”” For SOC notices sent for UNE-platform orders, the record shows that in limited
situations, Qwest may complete a service order though the order is injeopardy status.’** Given

We note that Covad also argued in the Qwest | docket that it experienced more due date changes than Qwest
experienced on its own. See Covad Qwest | Commentsat 28. However, in this docket. Covad does not argue that it
is currently experiencing more due date changesthan Qwest.

349

See PO-6A (Work Completion Notification Timeliness — All Products ordered through IMA-GUI} and PO-6B

(Work Completion Notification Timeliness — All Products ordered through IMA-EDI) with a benchmark of 6 hours.
This metric measures the difference between the time that the last of the service orders that comprise the competing
LEC’s LSR is completed in the SOP and the date and time the completion notification was transmitted (or was made
available for orders submitted through the GUI) to competing LEC:s.

330 Covad Qwest | Commentsat 26; WorldCom Qwest | Commentsat 25; WorldCom Qwest 11} Comments at 15:
WorldCom Qwest III Lichtenberg Decl. at para. 37-40; Eschelon Qwest 111 Comments at 17-20. The Department of
Justice also noted cancerns regarding SOC notifiers provided by Qwest. See Department of Justice Qwest 111
Evaluation at 5, n.22.

The record shows that in Fanuary 2062, Qwest introduced additional controls, provided retraining for its
technicians, and instituted a compliance checklist for these orders in the provisioning stage in an effort to ensure
process adherence. Subsequently, in response to another request by Covad, Qwest began providing each central
office manager with a daily report of line-sharing orders that were not completed by the assigned due date and did
not receive ajeopardy code. Qwest also initiated a cross check, effective July | I, 2002, to the existing process to
prevent line-sharingorders from completing prior to the installation work being properly preformed by the
technician. This measure calls for identificationof all line-sharingorders that are not complete by 4:0¢ pm local
time. Inquiries into the provisioning status of the order result in either completion of the order or positive jeopardy
notice to the competitor that the order may not complete on the desired completion date. Qwest | Stewart Reply
Decl. at paras. 34-36; Qwest I1I Reply, App. A, Tab 2, Reply Declaration of Karen A. Stewart (Qwest 111 Stewart
Reply) at4. Qwest explains that the fix that was put in place in July 2002 will prevent the final service order from
completing in the SOP. Sincea SOC is generated by the last service order completing in the SOP, no SOC should be
generated until the work is complete. See Letter from R. Hance Haney, Executive Director-Federal Regulatory,
Qwest, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket Nos. G2-148, 02-189 at
1 (filed Aug. 30,2002) (Qwest Aug. 30c Ex Parte Letter). See also Qwest 11 Stewart Reply Decl. at paras. 3-4.

Qwest I1I Reply, App. A. Tab 17, Reply Declaration of Lynn MV Notarianni and Christy Doherty (Qwest 111
Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl.) at para. 107. Qwest notes that this issue impacts less than 0.73% of service orders
processed for both retail and wholesale. Qwest plans to fix the problem by the first quarter of 2003. Id WorldCom
also expressed concerns regarding double billing and repair issues that may stem from these “fake SOCs.” See
WorldCom Qwest 111 Comments at 15; WorldCom Qwest I11 Lichtenberg Decl. at para. 40. The record shows that
double billing and repair issues do not arise because Qwest updates its billing and repair systems to reflect any
(continued....)
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that this problem affectsonly a de minimis number of orders,** we declineto find that this issue
warrants a finding of non-checklist compliance. If this problem should increase in scope,
however, we will not hesitate to take enforcement action under our section 271(d)(6) authority.”

(iv)  Processing of Manually Handled Orders

08.  Based on the evidence in the record, we find that Qwest’s orders are manually
processed in an accurate fashion. Accuracy of manual processing is relevant to our analysis
because the Commission has previously found that the timeliness and accuracy of manual
processing is a more important indicator of nondiscriminatory access to OSS than the quantity of
ordersthat are manually handled.*** We look primarily to two metrics to determine Qwest’s
ability to accurately process orders — PO-20 and OP-5++2* PO-20 currently compares the LSR
and service order fields for the customer’s address, PON number, and due date of the order?”
OP-5++ measures the troubles reported by competing LEC calls to service delivery centers due to
LSR/service order mismatches for both manually and electronically processed service orders.*®
The record shows that the PO-20 accuracy rate for both unbundled loop orders and POTS orders
(WE-platform and resale) orders that are manually handled ranged from 90 percent to 97
percent from June to September 2002, which is in the range that the Commission has accepted in
previous successful section 271 applications.’” Qwest’s order accuracy measured under OP-5++
shows that Qwest’s accuracy rate under OP-5++ was over 99 percent in most states in July,

August, and September.’® In addition to the commercial data, we also rely on third-party tests
(Continued from previous page)
change in account ownership at the time that it completes the service order. Qwest i1 Notarianni/Doherty Reply
Decl. at para. 108.

See Letter from Hance Haney, Qwest, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission,
WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Nov. 18,2002)at 1 (Qwest Nov. 18bEx Parte Letter).

354

47 U.8.C. § 271(d)(6). We note WorldCom's concern that if the volume of new UNE-platform orders
increase, Qwest may increases the number of SOCs it sends for work that is not completed. See WorldCom Nov. 6
Ex Parte Letter at I1. We rely on competing LECs to inform the Commission in the future if this problem increases.

3 See Bell AtlanticNew York Order, 15FCC Red at 4034-35, para. 162, SWBT Teras Order, 15 FCC Red at
18443-44, para. 179,and BeliSouth Georgia/Louisiana Order, 17 FCC Red 9092, para. 143.

This metric “Service Order Accuracy - via Call Center Data” was formerly known as OP-5++. See Qwest I1!
Brief App., Tab | at 8. For purposes of the instant application, we will refer to it as OP-5++.
357

See Qwest 11T Reply App. Tab I, Exhibit 1-1 at 2.

Id.,Exhibit 14 at 1.
® seeP0-20 (Manual Service Order Accuracy, UNE-platform and Resale POTS) with (30.25%, 90.58, 92.78%,
96.88%), PO-20 (Manual Service Order Accuracy, UBL) with {96.46%, 95.20%. 95.16%, 94.42%) for June to
September,2002. See also Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4043-44, paras. 173-174,nn.545, 548;
Verizon Massachusetts Order. 16 FCC Red at 9032, para. 81, n.251; and Georgia/Louisiana Order,17 FCC Red at
9103, para. 159,n.577.
0 See OP-5++ (Service Order Accuracy — Call Center Data) reporting 99 percent or higher in Colorado, Idaho,
lowa, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, Utah, and Washington for July, August and September, and 97 percent, 99
percent, and 95 percent in Wyoming in July, August, and September. In order to use the results of OP-3++ asa
(continued....)
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that indicate Qwest provisioned switch features accurately.”™ These tests found that Qwest
correctly provisioned switch features 99.1 percent of the time and that post-order CSR records
contained the correct field inputs 97.2 percent of the time."™*

99.  We are further assured of Qwest's accuracy in manually processing orders by the
results of AT&T’s UNE-platform trial in Minnesota.** Specifically, during this trial AT&T
submitted thousands of LSRs for UNE-platform orders and verified that Qwest provisioned
exactly what it had ordered on the LSR, including the featureson the LSR.* AT&T’s UNE-
platform trial was conducted in two phases: Phase 1 captured data from June to October 2001,
and Phase 2 captured data in mid-November and December 2001.%* We note that, although
AT&T conducted this trial only in Minnesota, the results reflect Qwest's ability to accurately
process ordersacross its region because LSRs are centrally processed by the same personnel, in
the same ISC, using the same systems and processes, regardless of the state.)"" During this UNE-
platform trial, AT&T found that Qwest's accuracy rate ranged from 97.81 to 99.49 percent.’”
(Continued from previous page)
check on the accuracy of Qwest's manually handled orders, Qwest submitted the results of OP-5++ disaggregated
into manually processed and electronically processed orders. See Letter from Hance Haney, Executive Director -
Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No.
02-314 (filed Nov. 21,2002) at 1-2 (Qwest Nov. 21b Ex Parte Letter). This disaggregation shows the accuracy of
manually processed orders ranges between 98 percent and 100 percent in each of the nine states in the instant
application between July and September, 2002, except for Wyoming. Id We note that the accuracy of Wyoming's

manually processed orders ranges from 92.5 percent to 97.9 percent in this time period. Id. However, the volume
of orders processed in Wyoming is very small relative to the volumes processed in Colorado or lowa. Id.

36t

See KPMG Final Test at 182-183,186-87 (Tests 14-1-3and 14-1-12). Eschelon argues that Qwest commits
errors when performing switch translations. Eschelon Qwest 111 Comments at 27-33: see also Letter from Karen
Clauson, Eschelon, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No. 02-314
(filed Dec. 4.2002) at 1-2 (Eschelon Dec. 4 EX Parte Letter) (arguing that 13% of their recent UNE-platform orders
bad errors). The errors described by Eschelon are captured by OP-5++. Qwest 11 Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl.
at 59-61. The disaggregation of OP-5++ described in the preceding footnote shows electronic order accuracy
ranging from 99.5% to 100% in the nine-state region from July to September. 2002. Qwest Nov. 21b Ex Parte Letter
at 3. Given the high accuracy rates demonstrated by this disaggregation of OP-5++, we do not find that the flow-
through errors described by Eschelon rise to the level of checklist noncompliance.

362 Id

363 See Letter from Hance Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulatory, Qwest. to Marlene H. Dortch,

Secretary, Federal CommunicationsCommission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Nov. 18.2002) at 1 (Qwest Nov.
18e Ex Parte Letter); Letter from Hance Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulator).. Qwest, to Marlene H.
Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Nov. 22,2002) at (Qwest
Nov. 22b Ex Parte Letter).

364
Qwest Nov. 18e EX Parte Letter at 2. AT&T even made test calls to determine if the order was provisioned

correctly, including whether all of the features ordered were provisioned accurately. /d.

365
Qwest Nov. 22b EX Parte Letter at 2.

366
Qwest Nov. 18e Ex Parte Letter at 2. Qwest's Interconnect Service Centers (15Cs), which Qwest used to
process the WE-platform orders in the Minnesota trial, operate on a regional basis. Id

61 14 at 1-2.
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Significantly, Qwest’s accuracy rate for manually-processed orders alone ranges from 96.93 to
98.46 percent.**

100. Inaddition, Qwest’srecent actions give us further assurance that it will continue
to improve in this area. For example, Qwest released a system enhancement as part of IMA 10.1
on August 17,2002.%° Qwest statesthat this enhancement addresses two of the most common
errorsthat Qwest has found to affect its service order accuracy.”™ The system change
implements edits at the point the FOC is being created by the service delivery coordinator
(SDC)?“ First, the fix will require the purchase order number on the service order to match the
LSR.*™ Second, the system flags for the SDC any differencesbetween the due date on the LSR
and the due date on the service order.

101. Inreaching our conclusions, we note that the Department of Justice observed that
the record demonstrates improvement with respect to manual order processing.*” The
Department of Justice also stated that “Qwest’s fulfillment of its commitmentsto maintain as
well as improve the accuracy of its service order processing deserves close monitoring, and its
continued collection and reporting on this process will be critical to ensure the adequacy of its
post-entry performance.”™” With respect to this observation, we note that Qwest filed a
commitment to incorporate PO-20, one of its service order accuracy metrics, into its PAP on a
regionwide basis?” Although we do not rely on this commitment, we find that Qwest’s

368

Id. Thistrial included two phases of testing: Phase One tested 1,215 UNE-platform orders that flowed through
electronicallyand 4335 UNE-platformorders that were manually processed; Phase Two tested 1,079 electronically
processed UNE-platform orders and 518 manually processed UNE-platform orders. Qwest Nov. 22b Ex Parte Letter
at 2.

369

Qwest Aug, 8 Ex Parte Letter at S.

310 Id

1 1d. Qwest explainsthat the system retrieves all service orders that contain the purchase order number (PON)

for which the SDC is creating the FOC. The system will display the service order numbers and their associated due
dates. The SDC can then select the correct order to associate with each line on the FOC. If the SDC does not see all
the orders he/she has created for this LSR, the SDC will go back into the SOP and review and correct the order{s)
that does not have the appropriate PON. This will allow the SDC to continue with the creation of the FOC.

.
Department of Justice Qwest 11l Evaluation at 4.

4 1d.at6.

e See Letter from Yaron Dori, Counsel for Qwest, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, WC Docket Nos. 02-148, 02-189, at 1-2 (filed Aug. 9,2002) (Qwest Aug. 9t Ex Parte Letter)
(advising the Commission that it will file requests with the regulatory authorities in each of the nine states for which
Qwest has pending section 271 applications asking that each authority include PO-20 in its PAP). Qwest has
proposed to includethese payments as a Tier 2 measure, which means that the payments will be made to the states
rather than to competingLECs. Seeid at2. See also Letter from Mace J. Rosenstein, Counsel, Qwest, to Marlene
H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket Nos. 02-148 and 02-189 at [-2 (dated
August 20m, 2002) (Qwest Aug. 20m Ex Parte Letter). We expect that if the existing metric on service order
(continued.. .)
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obligation to make payments on PO-20, based on a benchmark of 95 percent accuracy, which
will become effective at the same time as the PAP, responds to the concerns expressed in the
record that competing LECs and regulators will have an ongoing process to monitor and maintain
adequate performance on manually handled orders.*™

102. We find, consistentwith past orders, that the commercial data are more probative
than third-party test results.*”” Therefore, we disagree with commentersthat argue, based on
KPMG'’s findings, that Qwest commits excessive errors while manually processing competing
LEC orders.’™ Specifically,commenters argue that Qwest cited human errors and/or inadequate
training as a source of various problems noted in 75 exceptionsand observationsthat KPMG
issued during the ROC test.*” We are not persuaded because KPMG’s findings were based on
Qwest’s handling of a small number of LSRs.**

103. We reject Covad’s arguments that PO-20 is inadequate because it does not include
all product types.”®' As stated above, we find that, for purposes of the instant analysis, PO-20 and
the metric formerly known as OP-5++ provide us with sufficient information to assess Qwest’s
accuracy. We find Covad’s arguments regarding the product types included by Qwest in this
metric are more appropriatelyaddressed by the state commissions, as they are in a better position
to make an assessment about the specifics of this metric, includingthe possible addition of other
products. We also reject arguments that PO-20 is a “paper tiger.”** We note Qwest’s expressed
willingness to include PO-20 in the PAP and begin payments, based on a 95 percent benchmark,
with the other metrics included in the PAP.**

(Continued from previous page)
accuracy, PO-20, proves not to be adequate for Qwest to maintain a high degree of service order accuracy, then a
collaboration between Qwest, the state commissions, and the competing LECs will lead to appropriate changes in the
metric.

Qwest will face penalties for its failure to meet specified performance benchmarks, which increase depending
on the severity of itserror rate. /4. We find that this potential for performance penalties will give Qwest the
incentiveto continue to provision orders accurately as volumes increase.
kxrl

See Bell Atlantic New Yark Order, 15FCC Red at 3993, para. 89.

AT&T Qwest | Commentsat 41-42; Covad Qwest | Comments at 39-42; WorldCom Qwest | Commentsat | |-
12. As we donot rely on the Liberty audit for accuracy of manual handled orders, we do not address AT&T’s
argument that relying on the results of the Liberty data reconciliation for accuracy of manually handled orders is
flawed because Liberty failed to confirm that Qwest’s reported measures actually eliminated or reduced the rate of
human error to acceptable levels. See AT&T Qwest 1 Finnegan Decl. at paras. 38-77.

379
See AT&T Qwest | Commentsat 41-42; AT&T Qwest | Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at para. 163

@ Qwest | Reply at 34-35

Covad Qwest | Comments at 41-42.

2 d at41

383
See Qwest Aug. 9b EX Parte Letter at 1-2
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*

104, We also disagree with commenters that claim that PO-20 is inadequate to
determine service order accuracy because it does not capture manual processing errors where
certain features requested on the LSRs are not provisioned.”™  Although PO-20 as currently
measured does not include discrepanciesbetween service and equipment fields between LSRs
and service orders, as discussed above, Qwest now captures those discrepancies through OP-
5++.3% As discussed above, PO-20 coupled with OP-5++ provide us Wil a sufficient picture of
Qwest’s performance to determine Qwest is processing LSRs accurately.** Moreover, we note
Qwest’s expressed willingness to add additional fields to PO-20.** Specifically, Qwest has
acknowledged that PO-20, as currently reported, is a starting point, and it plans to include
additional fields, eliminate sampling, and mechanize data collection.* We find that the Long-
term PID Administration (LTPA) process is the appropriate forum to address whether these fields
are best included in PO-20, or continue to be measured through OP-5++.3*

105. Finally, we reject commenters’ claims that problems with OP-5 discovered
through CapGemini’s data reconciliation with Eschelon in Arizonarise to the level of checklist
non-compliance.” Although Cap Gemini found that Qwest did not calculate OP-5 correctly,

AT&T Qwest | Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at para. 173; Covad Qwest | Commentsat 41-42. Eschelon
Qwest 111 Comments at 35.

335

See Qwest 111 Reply App., Tab !. at 8. Seealso QwestNov. 13 EX Porte Letter at 1-2.

386

See above, para. 98.

387

See Qwest | Notarianni/Doherty Reply Decl. at para. 91.
386 Id.

™ \We note that the Department of Justice took no position on whether the relevant data should be included in a
revised PO-20, a revised OP-5++, or some other metric. See Department of Justice Qwest III Evaluation at 6. n.2§.
We also reject argumentsthat OP-5++ is inadequate to determine service order accuracy since potential service order
errors, corrected before provisioning, are not counted in OP-5++. See Eschelon Qwest 111 Comments at 25-27.
These errors include errors found by competing LECs through their use of Qwest’s pending service order notifiers
(PSONSs). Id. Eschelon argues that as competing LECs use the PSON data to identify errors before their due date,
even fewer of these service order error will be reflected in Qwest’s metrics, indicating that Qwest’s performance has
improved when competing LECs are performing quality control for Qwest. Id. Qwest has submitted evidence that
showsthat the error rate Tar manually handled orders was 4.49%from Sept. 15,2002 to Oct. 15,2002. See Letter
from Hance Haney, Executive Director -Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal
CommunicationsCommission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Dec. 5,2002) at | (Qwest Dec. 5S¢ Ex Parse Letter).
We agree that not including these errors discovered by competing LECs prior to the provisioning process will reduce
Qwest’s incentive to improve its performance. However, as we have stated previously, we find that issues related to
the exact definition of the performance metrics is best left to the state commissions.

' See Eschelon Qwest 111Reply Commentsat 1-2; WorldCom Nov. 6 Ex Parte Letter at 10-11. The CapGemini
data reconciliationshowed that 1.6% of Eschelon UNE-platform customers experienced a loss of dial tone for an
extended period of time. See WoridCom Nov. 6 EX Parte Letter at 10 (citing the CapGemini Report at 30,3940).
During August and September, Qwest tracked the incidence of this problem and found that of almost 32,000 orders
processed by Qwest, only 26 experienced a loss of dial tone severe enough to warrant a call to the ISC. See Letter
from Hance Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal
CommunicationsCommission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Nov. 22,2002) at 2 (Qwest Nov. 22d EX Parte Letter).
We also note, although we do not rely on it. that Qwest has identified the problem and plans to implement a fix on
(continued.. ..)
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CapGemini’sanalysis of OP-5 indicated that Qwest’s performance on OP-5 for competing LECs
is in parity with Qwest’s retail performance.” Although we do not rely on it, we take additional
comfort in the fact that many of the issues raised by CapGemini can be explained by historical
limitationsin the legacy Loop Maintenance Operation System (LMOS) that will be eliminated by
a December systemsrelease.”” Given the totality of the circumstances, we do not find that the
Qwest errors in OP-5 that CapGemini identified rise to the level of checklist non-compliance.

(v)  Order Flow-Through Rate

106. We conclude, as did the commissions of the nine application states,” that
Qwest’s OSS are capable of flowing through UNE orders in a manner that affords competing
carriers a meaningful opportunityto compete.” We also conclude that Qwest is capable of
flowing through resale orders in substantiallythe same time and manner as it does for its own

(Continued from previous page)
December 29,2002, Id at 2. Additionally, commenters argued that some manual processing errors are not captured
by any metric. Covad Qwest | Comments at 42 (stating that Qwest’s reporting of OP-5 cannot be deemed accurate
and reliable); Eschelon Qwest 111 Reply Commentsat 1-2. We also note that Covad has claimed that OP-5 does not
capture all of the troubles they report. See Covad Sept. 6 Ex Porte Letter at 1-2. However, Covad’s issues regarding
trouble tickets not included in OP-5 appear to be resolved. See Letter from Yaron Dori, Qwest, to Marlene Dortch,
Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (filed Oct. 2, 2002) at 1-4 (Qwest Oct. 2
Ex Parte Letter).

394

Cap Gemini claims that OP-5 (at least as far as Eschelon is concemed) shows new installation quality between
87.37% and 8826% for competing LECs, versus 86.84% for Qwest retail customers. See Eschelon Qwest 111 Reply,
attaching CGE&Y s Data Reconciliation Report, Draft VVersion 2.0, dated Oct. 24, 2002 (CapGemini Report) at 4.
We also note that Eschelon disputes CapGemini’s final calculation, claiming that CapGemini miscalculated the
trouble rate for competing LECs, as CapGemini included conversions of existing Eschelon UNE-Star customers to
UNE-platform, which were handled as a special project. See Eschelon Nov. 12 Ex Parfe Letter at 2. The record
shows that the business rules do not exclude conversion involving the same competing LEC. See Letter from Hance
Haney, Executive Director - Federal Regulatory, Qwest, to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, WC Docket No. 02-314 (tiled Nov. 19,2002)at 5-6 (Qwest Nov. 19bEx Parte Letter).

Additional issuesraised by CapGemini relate to interpretations of the business rules for OP-5, such as whether
service order errors should be included in OP-5. Qwest Nov. 13 Ex Parte Letter at 1-2. We find that disputes about
the exact definitions of performance metrics are best addressed through the states and the LTPA process. In any
event, as discussed above, Qwest now bas a metric which captures those ordering-related troubles reported via calls
to service delivery centers, OP-5++,

393
See Colorado Commission Qwest | Comments at 2; lowa Board Qwest | Comments at 32; Idaho Commission

Qwest | Comments at 6 ; Montana Commission Qwest 11 Comments at 19-22; Nebraska Qwest 1 Commission
Comments at 8; Utah Commission Qwest Ilf Comments at 1; Washington Commission Qwest 1T Commentsat 14;
Wyoming Commission Qwest II Commentsat 6.

% Quwest’s commercial data show, on the average, modest flow-through rates both for orders eligible for
electronic flow-through as well as overall flow-through. See Qwest PO-2B-1 (Electronic Flow-Through for Eligible
Resale LSRs Received Via GUI), and PO-2B-2 (Electronic Flow-Through for Al} Eligible LSRs Received Via
EDI). These metrics have different standards, depending on the product eype. The standards are escalating upward.
By January 2003, the standards will be 95% for resale, LNP, and UNE-platform, and 85% for unbundled loops. See
also PO-2A-1 (Electronic Flow-through for all LSRs Received via GU1) and PO-2A-2 (Electronic Flow-through for
All LSRs Received Via EDI). These metrics are diagnostic only.
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retail customer orders.”” We note at the outset that the Commission has used flow-throughrates
as a potential indicator of a wide range of problems that underlie a determination of whether a
BOC has provided nondiscriminatory accessto OSS.** The Commission has not relied upon
flow-through rates as the sole indicator of nondiscrimination, however, and thus has not limited
its analysis of a BOC’s ordering process to a review of its flow-through performance data.
Instead, the Commission has held that factors such as a BOC’s overall ability to return timely
order confirmation and reject notices, accurately process manually handled orders, and scale its
system are relevant and probative for analyzinga BOC’s ability to provide access to its ordering
functions in a nondiscriminatory manner.*”’

107. As discussed above, Qwest demonstrates that it provides timely and accurate
status notifications. In addition, the evidence demonstrates that Qwest accurately processes both
manual and mechanized orders.*® Moreover, as discussed more fully below, we find that Qwest
scales its system as volumes increase, and demonstratesits ability to continue to do so at
reasonably foreseeable volumes. As a result, in this application, flow-throughhas significantly
less value as an indication of the capability of Qwest’s OSS.

108.  Our determination that Qwest is able to scale its systems is based on third-party
tests that show that Qwest is able to process orders at projected future transaction volumes.”
KPMG examined Qwest’s system responses and the timeliness of Qwest’s EDI and GUI pre-
order and order responses.*® The test used projected transaction volumes simulating peak (150
percent of normal) and stress (250 percent of normal) transaction volume conditions.” We
reject commenters’ contentionsthat Qwest has not proven that it can scale its system.*”
Although we recognize that there has not been significant commercial usage of Qwest’s system,

395

See Qwest PO-2B-1 (Electronic Flow-Through for Eligible Resale LSRs Received Via GUI) showing four-
month average flow-through rates ranging from 60 to 83% with a regional average of 74%, and PO-2B-2 (Electronic
Flow-Through for Eligible Resale LSRs Received Via EDI), showing four-month average flow-through rates ranging
from 35% to 92%, with a regional average of 80%.

See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4035, para. 162.

397
Seeid. at 4035, para. 163, SWBT Texas Order 15 FCC Red at 18444, para. 179; and BeliSouth

Georgia/Louisiana Order 17 FCC Red at 9092, para. 143.

%8 see supraparas. 98-99 & n.361.

399

See KPMG Final Report at252-299 (Test 15: POP Volume Performance Test)
400 Id
401 Id

42 Eschelon Qwest 111 Commentsat 4647 (arguing that the standard process for UNE-platform orders has not

been “stress tested because Eschelon’s orders were UNE-Star, not UNE-platform orders); WorldCom Qwest |
Commentsat 1; WorldCom Qwest | Lichtenberg Decl. at paras. 4, 6 (stating that while successful section 271
applicants i the past have relied upon both a third-party test of OSS and commercial activity in at least one state in
their region, Qwest has almost no commercial experience in processing UNE-platform migration orders).
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in the absence of such evidence, we look to third-party tests.*” In the instant case, these tests
have demonstrated that Qwest is able to timely and accurately return FOC and reject notices.**

109. Commenters express three specific concernsregarding OSS flow-throughrates.
First, competing LECs contend that low total flow-through rates are evidence that Qwest has
failed to provide nondiscriminatoryaccess to OSS.** Second, commenters complain that
commercial experience indicates Qwest’s “achieved flow-through rate, for orders designed to
flow through, is too low?“ Finally, commenters contend that, on conversions from Centrex to
WE-platform or resale POTS, the LSR generates multiple service orders, some of which flow
through, but with other portions falling out for manual handling.*”

110.  With respect to the first argument, we disagree with commenters that we should
reject Qwest’s application based on its average flow-through rates or because some kinds of
ordersare not designed to flow-through.**® Although Qwest’s commercial data show low

403
See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3992, para. 89; SWBT Teras Order, 15 FCC Red at 18399,
para. 98.

“M " KPMG Final Test at 252-299.

45 See AT&T Qwest | Comments at 41; AT&T Qwest | Comments, Finnegan Decl. at paras. 135-139, 158;

Covad Qwest 1Commentsat 40-41; WorldCom Comments at 10-11. Total flow-through (PO-2A) measures the
percentage of orders that pass through an incumbent’s ordering systems without the need for manual intervention.
Achieved flow-through (PO-2B) measuresthe percentage of orders that are designed to pass through an incumbent’s
ordering system electronically that actually flow-through without the need for manual handling. For example,
Qwest’s commercial data shows, total flow-through rates of 46-64% for UNE-platform POTS, 44-69% for
unbundled loops, and 65-78%for resale orders in Colorado. States with smaller volumes of transactions show flow-
through rates as low as 0% for certain order types. See Letter from Christopher L. Kiliion, Counsel for Qwest, to
Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No. 02-148 (filed Aug. 19,2002)
at Attach. 1-5 (Qwest Aug. 19« Ex Parre Letter) (citing confidential version).

4% WorldCom Qwest | Comments at 10-11

7 Eschelon Qwest | Commentsat 6. This problem has caused some end-user customers to be out of service for

several hours, as the disconnect portion of the order is the part of the LSR that flowsthrough, while the new switch
translation will fall to manual handling.

%8 See WorldCom Qwest | Commentsat 11; see also Eschelon Qwest | Comments at 4-5 (stating that since the
10.0release on June 17,2002, Eschelon cannot electronically submit CLEC-to-CLEC migration orders).
Specifically, WorldCom argues that KPMG’s test revealed problems with Qwest’s flow-through. It points out that
KPMG’s commercial test resulted in less than 52% of orders submitted through EDI flowing through to the SOP.
WorldCom also argues that Qwest has not designed to flow through some order types — such as supplemental orders
to change due dates or features —that are important and should flow through. WorldCom Qwest 1 Comments at 10.
AT&T states that Qwest unilaterally decides which products are eligible for flow through. AT&T Qwest |
Comments, Finnegan Decl at para. 138. Eschelon expresses similar concerns, particularly with regard to its
conversion of certain Centrex numbers to either UNE-platformor resale that it says fail to flow through. See
Eschelon Qwest | Comments at 6. Touch America argues that the low total flow-throughnumbers increase the
amount of manual handling, which “permits Qwest the opportunity to make mischief by revising information at will,
creating new rules of the game, and obfuscating explanations upon inquiry.” See Touch America Qwest | Reply at
15-16. We note that Qwest has a change management process {CMP) that controls the process and speed with which
changesto the ordering systemare introduced. Qwest has articulated a commitment to continue to analyze LSRs that
(continued.. ..)
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